





|| Editorial:] THE BITTER & THE SWEET 


Most of our readers probably already know that the late Senator 
James B. Allen, Gadsden, Alabama, was a member of the Church 
of Christ. After his death, Governor Wallace appointed Mrs. Allen 
to fill his unexpired term. Mrs. Allen, a member of the Methodist 
Church, then ran for a full term in the Senate and lost in the run-off. 


She blames part of her loss on the 80,000 members of the Church 
of Christ in Alabama, who, she says, turned against her because 
she decided to have her husband's funeral conducted in the Methodist 
Church. She dropped her bombshell in a shocking article written 
for the Washington Post, and printed in the Huntsville Times, Jan. 
21, 1979. She said her decision to invite a Presbyterian minister, 
the Rev. Dr. Edward L.R. Elson, chaplain of the U.S. Senate, to 
preach the funeral, 


" . precluded a funeral at the Church of Christ (for which 
Jim had donated the land and to which he had given thous- 
ands and thousands of dollars over the years), because the 
members of that church would have barred Elson from 
entering the door clad in his ecclesiastical robe, to intone 
his brand of outland, unacceptable prayers and service for 
the dead James Browning Allen." 

"Knowing all this, I went ahead with our plans, holding 
the funeral in the First Methodist Church, with Elson as 
the minister.... But it was a decision that the 80, 000 
members of the Church of Christ in Alabama were not to 
let me forget." 


Prior to her article I had pictured Mrs. Allen as the sad, grieving 
widow who was dutifully running for the Senate to carry on the great 
traditions of her late husband. But that image was shattered after 
reading the article. Her bitterness against the people of Alabama 
and especially the 80,000 members of the Church of Christ, plus 
the salty political language, the kind that one might expect to hear 
in smoke-filled caucus rooms, portrays her as anything but the 
prieving widow. 


"George (Wallace) and Jere (Beasley) hate each other like 
rat poison and get along like two tomcats ina sack..." 


",.. Old George was pussyfooting around..." 
",..the political ghouls began to circle like lusting bats." 


",,..his jaded, Nile-green~leisure-suited staff who would 
ladly have sold their mothers into white slavery to get it" 
the appointment to the Senate). 


Somehow this kind of language just didn't seem to fit the meek 
and gentle widow of the great Jim Allen; and I'm wondering just how 
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much of it can be attributed to her Washington Post editors. Her 
grief is understandable. Few women have had to experience the 
agony that she experienced in so short a time. But to blame her 
failure on the Church of Christ and the people of Alabama is an ex- 
ample of her bad political judgment. First of all, not many mem- 
bers of the church even knew that Maryon Allen was a Methodist; 
and not many more than this even knew that Jim Allen was a mem- 
ber of the Church of Christ! She lost the campaign simply because 
her campaign managers had lost contact with the voters of Alabama, 
and thought they would send her to Washington out of sympathy for 
Jim Allen. They learned too late that the modern Alabamian was 
not the same typeof redneck of a few years past, the type who would 
vote for any guitar-pickin' politician who came along with a lot of 
promises. Last of all she blames herself. 


"Tl looked around at ‘them’ {her managers) sitting there in 
shock because Jim's name and the sympathy vote had not 
brought in the for-sure results. Many, many things had 
gone wrong. But the main one had been the candidate her- 
self. Nothing could cover up the fact that I had not been 
the Chief Lady-in-Charge, as I should have been from the 
beginning." 
This is a proper summary of her loss. 


Apparently some church members in Gadsden took it as a snub 
when Mrs. Allen chose a Methodist funeral, and let her know about 
it. Whether it was or was not a snub is immaterial; that's her 
business. What IS material is that in all cases, Christians should 
conduct themselves like Christians and suffer in silence, if indeed 
it be suffering. Let's remember, too, that a wounded pride is not 
necessarily an afront to the church of Christ, and let's also discern 
the difference. 


This is not to say that the Church of Christ in Alabama is not 
capable of persecuting others not of our clan. We even do it to our 
own members! fn spite of her bitterness I can stillsympathize with 
Maryon Allen. She lost not only a great husband, andthe lesser 
important Senate race, but she also lost her brother in a plane 
crash here in Huntsville. Not only this, she feels that she can no 
longer live in her home state. ‘My (threatening phone) calls, which 
still persist, tell me I can't go home to Alabama to live, and I 
believe them.” 

Maybe I'm still one of those gullible Alabama rednecks capable 
of being influenced by sympathy, I don't know... but I voted for her. 


Joe Black, minister of the Cahaba Valley Church of Christ in 
Birmingham, Alabama, has more on the subject in the next article, 
and, admittedly, he is more gentle in his remarks. 
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THE WIDOW 








Joe Black 


Maryon Allen. What can we Alabamians, especially Church of 
Christ members, do but apologize? All she really wanted after her 
beloved husband's death was to retire to her Lookout Mountain 
home for a year and let the rest of the world pass her by. No one 
should have denied her this. She was only claiming a widow's right 
to a time for readjustment. She needed the solitude, the peace, the 
comfort of those close to her. Instead she was thrust into the 
rigors of public life to complete her husband's term of office. Then 
she was persuaded to run for a full term and became burdened with 
that “rare form of prostitution called campaigning.” During this 
same time her brother died tragically in a planecrash. Her multi- 
plied sorrow seems to me overwhelming. To have held up at all in 
these circumstances marks her as a great lady. 

She rocked the state a few days ago when Alabama newspapers 
reported on an article published in the Washington Post magazine 
in which she lashed out against the cruel treatment she received 
from her political staff and the Church of Christ. She resented 
having been forced into politics. She was not up to the threatening 
phone calls and other unpleasant experiences accompanying public 
life. Her husband was a long-time member of the Rainbow Church 
of Christ, but she chose to have his funeral in the Methodist Church 
where she is amember. She said she received angry phone calls 
from some Church of Christ people because of this. A letter from 
the minister of the Rainbow Church gives a different explanation of 
what happened. I suspect you have all read these articles by now 
and perhaps have an opinion of what transpired. 

As one who has suffered under our Brotherhood whip, I find her 
story believable. And having served at many funerals, I find the 
minister's explanation believable. I cannot imagine anyone criti- 
cizing a widow's decision about her husband's funeral. I commend 
him for a Kind letter but take exception to his remark that the 
Church of Christ is unbending and unyielding only in areas where 
Jesus was unbending and unyielding. 

Our business is not to know what and why. Our business is to 
realize a widow is suffering and needs our prayers, love and under- 
standing. {do not know anything she has done deserving criticism, 
but even if she has it would be uncharitable and unChristlike to 
speak ill at a time such as this. After her ordeal she wrote: "All 
by myself I sat down in my library with a glass of cold white wine, 
turned off the election returns just as they were beginning, raised 
my glass to my reflection in the mirror and said with a peaceful 
smile: ‘Martin Luther King, baby, I know what you mean, Great 
God Almighty, I'm free at last'."* I sincerely hope so and pray that 
she may one day come to understand how many of her fellow— 
Christians in the Church of Christ offer no criticism, only compas- 
sion for her plight and gratitude for her services. ea) 
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Fellowship With Jesus 


James W. Russell 





Fellowship that is Christian, it seems to me, is a condition of 
comradship, sharing, companionate relationship whereby two or 
more people jointly participate in affection and response to Jesus 
Christ. 


There are many approaches to a study of this subject. I presume 
to observe three of them. 1) The source and transmission of light; 
2) love one another; and 3) bear fruit unto perfection. 


In the record according to John we find much about love as per- 
tains to quality and quantity. John 8:12 "I am the light of the world: 
he that followeth me shall not walk in darkness, but shall have the 
light of life.’’ "Light" here appears to apply to “enlightenment" 
regarding things of this life as well as eternal life. Jesus brought 
to the world the Good News, the message of Light. This was and 
still is for “whosoever will," for all alike, depending only upon the 
response of each person. Following Jesus, according to part of 
this verse, is what takes us from the dark into the light. It is my 
personal conclusion that we could very well connect this verse with 
the idea of Jesus coming to give life and that more abundantly. 


In John 9:5 we learn of Jesus saying, ''as long as I am in the 
world, I am the light of the world."" The conditional thought here 
seems to be the start of a line of reasoning that Jesus could not 
always be in the world but that there would be some other source 
upon which the disciples could rely after his departure. While he 
was here, in the flesh, he was surely the light of the world. 


John 12:46 “I am come a light into the world, that whosoever 
believeth on me should not abide in darkness."’ Do you agree that 
belief on/in Jesus puts a disciple in a position of ''enlightenment"? 
The word "abide" indicates that we may continue "living in the dark" 
even after knowing about Jesus and the Good News, but that we can 
move into the state of enlightenment. You may well imagine from 
this statement the many negative consequences of not responding by 
receiving the light. 


1 John 1:7 "But if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we 
have fellowship one with another, and the blood of Jesus Christ his 
Son cleanseth us from all sin.” 
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From these few verses we glean these steps: 1) Follow Jesus; 
2) come in out of the dark into the light; 3) receive eternal enlight- 
enment; and 4) recognize the temporary, fleshly sojourn of Jesus 
and his providing a long-term source of comfort, which applies to 
“whosoever will" and is contingent upon belief on Jesus. Following 
these steps creates a genuine fellowship. This fellowship comes 
into being by each person coming into a relationship with the source 
of light, Jesus. It is not based on man's relationship with man but 
upon each man's relationship with Jesus. When Jesus‘ teachings 
are applied in the lives of men, their relationships to each other 
change due to admiration for Jesus. 


The foregoing is not an attempt to bypass the F.R.B. formula. 
It is merely another approach to the same identification. Being in 
the fellowship of saints is such an exciting, soul satisfying experi- 
ence that it is difficult to understand why many who call Jesus Lord 
will spend so much time and energy to find ways of eliminating 
fellow sojourners from the family. Of course, as a human being 
you could not break this tie anyway. This is not your prerogative. 
It is absolutely sickening to hear regular Sunday worshippers use 
such language as ‘we disfellowshipped him," and similar expres- 
sions. Again, this is not to say that there are not persons com- 
missioned to administer discipline to the wrongdoer. That is still 
another subject, but, with a little bit of encouragement J might just 
tackle it sometime. 


The Holy Book is full of the tremendous rewards and benefits of 
fellowship. A few are: a. strength of unity; b. The world sees that 
we love each other and that we truly are light;c. More areas of 
sharing and receiving in every part of our secular and religious 
growth; and e. because of Jesus we have Prayer Partners who 
cares. These plus unlimited benefits are ours because of an 
established fellowship in Jesus. 


The results of such a fellowship are not realized by many who 
maintain a church membership. Within the fellowship you may 
actually be the cause of God, the Father, being glorified. Did you 
know that? Listen to Jesus, Herein is my Father glorified, that 
ye bear much fruit; so shall ye be my disciples." If each of us will 
spend the time necessary to be discipled, we will have no time for 
hindering our brother in his progress. We will, onthe other hand, 
be found helping him to grow along with us. We see in this verse 
(John 15:8) that fruit bearing is a result of fellowship. The Master 
is interested in the quality and the quantity of the fruit that we bear 
and that we have the ability to bring it to perfection. The "so" of 
‘so shall ye be my disciples,“has much to do with our fruit bearing 
program. One fruit bearing program is that of seeing that none are 
lost who have begun the heavenward journey. Be a "breach healer" 
for those who have entered the faith. Do not allow any person to be 
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cut off or discouraged because of you and what you do. 


A great difficulty that we have to face in the twentieth century 
religion is that of getting self out of the way so that we can effectively 
work for the Master. Self reliance seems to be the theme in today's 
society. ‘TI want to do what I want to do, and that is nobody's 
business but mine,"' seems to be a huge stumbling block. Contrite- 
ness and submission are difficult attributes to come by if the flesh 
is the ruler in our individual cases. When the Lord admonished, 
"Love one another, as I have loved you," the order carried with it 
the thought of self-sacrifice or self-submission. You are really not 
giving up anything when you do this. The exchange leaves you far 
more than you dispose of when such an exchange takes place. Try 
it, you will like it. 


The very heart of fellowship seems to be the words of Jesus in 
John 13:34: "A new commandment I give unto you, That you love one 
another; as { have loved you, that ye also love one another."" This 
love took Jesus to the cross and onward. He loved enough to want 
to save even his enemies. He had great compassion for the infirm, 
the sick and the sinner. Religious hypocrisy and self-righteousness 
seemed to be hig greatest distractors. He refuted overt sin but 
with deep thought of saving, by changing the offender. He cared 
about souls. We, in the fellowship, are to care about souls. 


Every person who comes to Jesus has a need of a sharing fellow- 
ship with others. If I have been in the fellowship a bit longer than 
he has or if I may have been able to grow and learn a little bit 
faster, I need to bend whatever amount becomes necessary for us 
to have some joint sharing in the many fields of growth. A grave 
responsibility is ours just because we are disciples. I AM my 
brother's keeper. There is no way that I can eliminate this 
responsibility. 


Ovoserve with me some things that have and are still causing 
disruptions in the Body of saints. I will group these by periods of 
time: 


{. From 1810 until 1868 when the American brethren were the 
“emerging church", the interest was focused on binding together, 
not on scattering by ridiculous divisions. Some of the things that 
they tolerated in each other, and that would cause the creation of 
new "faithful societies" today, were the Millennium, the Missionary 
society, and, what name believers should use and wear. Though 
most of these at later times did cause division, not one of them can 
be concluded to be the primary cause of the division. When the 
divisions came the root causes were hunger for power, desire to 
excel, coveting authority, etc., each without earning the ability to 
perform by study and experience. This appears to be some of the 
experiences we are witnessing in the late twentieth century, doesn't 
it? Another outstanding reason was that once a teacher had made a 
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statement, even by a slip of the tongue, he felt that he had to defend 
the statement. This is devilishly human and surely not divine. A 
careful perusa! of what happened prior to actual divisions will 
reveal that these causes, ten to one, exceed any scriptural reasons. 
When this attitude prevails, usually the leaders of such efforts begin 
a long and tedious study for some hint in some remote statement, 
in scripture, that can be used to support their premise. Dear ones, 
I have been there, so this is not idle conjecture. I have seen these 
happenings in our present age. 


U. Since 1905 we have the record of the dictatorial attitude 
splintering over such issues as the time of worship, Saturday even- 
ing, Sunday morning or Sunday night, and even if it would be per- 
missible to choose between before noon and after noon. In the 
Supper, must the bread be broken at or near the center by the one 
who "waits on the table’'? must the drink element be fermented or 
absolutely non-fermented? may we choose, depending upon neces- 
sity, between the use of one, two, or individual cups in the memorial 
of the blood of Jesus? May we choose a method of teaching a Bible 
that appears to be more effective than some other method? These 
have been the cause or the crutch of bitter divisions and have 
resulted in hatred, spitefulness and rejection among the saints of 
God. They brought on the use of such terms as "the loyal brethren," 
“digressive'', "modernist", "the faithful church'' and many others 
with many more connotations. It seems that each splinter group is 
sure that its communicants are the only loyal ones on the earth and 
each one eagerly advertises it. What a travesty upon the name of 
the Redeemer. He taught principles for us to live by. He did not 
ever admonish our magnifying glass, mote hunting attitude. The 
principles that he did teach would require each of us to develop the 
ability to communicate, negotiate and confer with each other about 
differences in understanding and preferences. 


Il. More recently there have been bitter hostilities aroused 
regarding cooperation and non-cooperating bodies, whether or not 
a group may build or buy a building with a kitchen, fellowship hall, 
or nursery in it, method of supporting or sponsoring assistance to 
orphans or the indigent, whether or not ministers may wear vest- 
ments, have a cross or symbol of a cross on a building or wear one 
on a chain, being a “liberal'’—whatever that means~holding up hands 
while praying in an assembly or out of it, relying upon the Holy 
Spirit for guidance and other forms of help and comfort, singing 
with or without a printed song book, praying before any other 
function in assemblies, allowing questions from unbelievers during 
an assembly or inviting an expert who is not identified with "our 
eoup'* to address us on some subject that may be vital to our 
doctrinal point, to participate in a portion of the service. 


Is it not the tragedy of tragedies to let these trifles create a 
break in our sweet fellowship which is in Jesus? Surely the only 
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purpose this attitude can serve is to elevate some of the leaders of 
such efforts into the limelight. What a sad way to get into the area 
of the recognized! 


Envy, a major tool of the evil one, is one of the main adversaries 
to good fellowship. Envy is generally a person to person situation 
and not necessarily an affair of a whole community of saints. From 
an individual affair it can, and often does, grow into a congregational 
cancer. This will eat away at the joy of belonging until it kills 
unless it is cured. 


A person of small means or ability may easily become envious of 
one of substance in both means and ability. Of the many abilities 
needed in a smoothly operated, well organized association of 
Disciples, those who grow in ability and understanding may find 
those who fail to grow becoming envious. Of those who preach well, 
pray well, sing well, administer well, and any of the multitude of 
labors of love, there may be devices of Satan opposing through envy. 


Seems old Scratch can cause some of us to neglect to use our 
good judgment and senses, especially when our ego needs a boost. 
It is an unfortunate situation when some seek this ego boost at the 
cost of destroying a person who may excel him in some area of 
spirituality. 


Conclusion: Division, breaks in fellowship, splintering, becoming 
the exclusive "loyal brethren,’ etc., are not caused by careful 
investigation of what Jesus wants from us and should expect of us. 
Personality clashes, envy, ambition for unearned power, and 
desire for recognition are contributing causes. All these attitudes 
can be fulfilled by our own works, study and experience. If you 
would be great, seek to serve well and humbly. It is rewarding. 


4427 E. Garland, Fresno, California 93726 


EDITOR'S COMMENTS: 


In a previous article by bro. Russell we reported that he was then 
recuperating from a recent heart attack. I am glad to report that 
he is now doing fine, except that the doctor has ordered him to 
limit his activities. Even so, bro. Russell is still very active in 
the Lord's work, in teaching, writing, publishing, assisting in 
missionary work, and seeing after his own secular business. In 
addition, bro. Russell edits and publishes a bi-monthly magazine 
called "OUTREACH". Outreach is mailed free to interested read-~ 
ers, even though he counts on the generosity of brethren to help 
with the expense of printing and mailing. You may contact him at 
the above address. May the Lord bless him in his efforts to bring 
peace to the Body of Christ. 
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DEATH! NO LONGER A DYING SUBJECT 


Debbie Howerton 
Falls Church, Virginia 


"To every thing there is a season, and a time to every 
purpose under the heaven: A time to be born, and a time 
to die..."' Ecclesiastes 3:I-2. 
We Die. 
And as human being we are set apart from other species in that 
we grow up with an awareness of our own mortality. 


It seems ridiculous to deny the existence of death, yet until 
recently it was one of society's unmentionables. Americans refused 
to talk about death, said one minister, the way Victorians refused 
to talk about sex. 


However, ina little more than a decade, through what psycholo- 
gists refer to as the "death-awareness movement", the subject has 
moved out of the closet into the public eye. 


In the past, death of a close family member was a fairly common 
occurrence within the home. But, recently generations of American 
children have grown up isolated from death; elderly or terminally 
ill relatives have spent their last days under the sympathetic, per-~- 
haps, yet coldly impersonal eyes of doctors and nurses. A child's 
first exposure to death usually came either when he discovered his 
goldfish floating, or when he saw Kojak blast a bank robber. 


On TV programs the people who are killed are practically anony~ 
mous. We see death, but we are insulated from it. It is this 
conspiracy to conceal real death that medical professionals, educa- 
tors, clergymen and public officials are attempting to tear down. 


A major manifestation of the death-awareness movement is the 
"hospice" approach to care for the terminally ill. According to the 
hospice concept, the most important needs of the dying are relief 
from pain and closer contact with loved ones. 


It seemed for a while, because of our faith in modern medicine, 
we were willing to give up control of ovr lives and risk dying in the 
isolation of a hospital room. The hospice approach is dedicated to 
eliminating this fearful sense of isolation by helping the patient to 
live as normal a life as the iliness will allow. 


From out of this new concern with mortality has come an 
academic specialty known as thanatology, which investigates the 
dimensions of death, dying and bereavement. Since 1964, Newsweek 
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reports the number of publications on death has jumped from 400 
to more than 4,000. 


Courses on death and dying are now taught all over the country— 
even in elementary schools. 


The most common finding, according to professors and psychol- 
ogists, is that most people see death as a destructive force. Local 
funeral director Evan Collins agrees. | 

"It's an unknown and it always will be," he says, "And that's 
what makes it frightening to a lot of people—because nobody has 
ever come back to tell about it..." 

Even one as close to death as a mortician says it's hard to accept 
one's own mortality. 


"I find myself being very passive and nonchalant toward death," 
Collins says. "I begin te get a feeling of immortality when I watch 
SO many people come and go and it's never me." 

One Vietnam veteran says no one ever really accepts death. "You 
become accustomed to the conditions you're in and you learn to 
expect it,’ he says. "You know it could happen any time, but that 
doesn't mean you accept it." 

Perhaps it's a human defense mechanism not to think about death, 
even in a war situation when it's a common occurence. 

"When you're flying a mission, you never think youre going to be 
killed,'’ Captain Darrell Stoker says. "It doesn't touch anybody until 
it hits close to home.” 

The death-awareness movement is aimed at helping people to 
accept their own mortality, as well as teaching them how to deal 
with the inevitable death of loved ones. Denial of death cripples 
our ability to deal with it. 


As the movement progresses and more terminally ill patients 
want to die at home, families are being forced to learn how to live 
intimately with one who is dying and how to manage their own 
emotions. 


It's never easy, and although it is estimated that 8&0 percent of 
terminal patients want to die at home, about the same percentage 
of their families don't want them to, simply because they are afraid 
to care for them alone. 


One of the pioneers of the campaign to educate people about death 
is psychiatrist Elisabeth Kubler-Ross. In her interviews with 
terminally ill patients, she has discovered most of them want to 
talk about themselves and their condition. 

While surveys show about 90 percent of doctors do not want to 
tell their patients of the seriousness of their illness, about the 
same percentage of patients do want to be told. Dr.Ross recom- 
mends that patients be told, but in such a way that hope is not ruled 
out, since her interviews have shown even the most gravely ill 
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person harbors some hope of continued existence. 


“The dying have a low~level-fears—of bodily deterioration, sep- 
aration and loss of family and friends. But beyond all that is the 
absolute terror of ceasing to be,"'says clinical psychologist Charles 
Garfield. ‘The grieving family loses only one person, but the dying 
loses every relationship in life." 


While the funeral business has received increasing criticism 
from the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) for its commercialism, 
funeral directors take refuge in the opinions of psychologists, who 
have deemed the elegant, flowery funerals help dissipate grief. The 
funeral and cemetery business, they say, play an important moral 
and social role. 


The FTC's aim is to aid the bereaved consumer by making sure 
he is aware of all his options. But funeral industry officials claim 
the FTC is showing a bias against the conventional American 
funeral, which traditionally includes embalming, preparing and 
viewing the body. 


Some say the cost of such practices exploits the consumer, are 
barbaric and subject the family to "ritualized morbidity."' However, 
according to Newsweek, research shows families who choose con- 
ventional funerals with open caskets, have fewer post mortem 
adjustment problems and a more positive memory of the deceased 
than those who choose a closed casket or immediate disposition. 


"We're accused of being vultures making money off dead people," 
Collins says, "But I believe grief expressed is grief diminished. 
When people actually see the body and express their grief, they're 
on their way to getting back on the normal track. But that's just 
my opinion—we'll do whatever the family wishes." 


Death ceremonies serves valuable psychological and social pur- 
poses. But according to psychologists, the major drawback to most 
American ftmerals is that the period of ritualized mourning does 
not last long enough. 


Experiencing and expressing grief has been described as nature's 
way of healing us. The positive aspect of grief and mourning can 
be likened to a period of convalescence during which emotional ties 
to the dead can be gradually withdrawn so that the person can re- 
group to continue living. 


While it is a human burden to live with the knowledge of our own 
death, it is this same intelligence that gives us the chance to come 
to terms with our destiny. ..to accept life's most obvious truth: that 
we must all die. And with that, perhaps, will come the desire to 
better the way we live. J 


3633 Barcroft View Terr. #303, Falls Church, VA 22041 
Reprinted from DARCOM News, October 1978. Used by permission. 
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UNITY MEANS EMPATHY 


OR 
“LOVE NOT LEST YE BE LOVED” 











Carl Lloyd 205 E. 6th., Apt. 6, Albany, Oregon 97321 


Does a bountiful life excite you? What isa quality life? The 
potential celebration of "abundant living" (John 10:10) excites me! 
How often I've thought to myself, "Oh, what wouldn't I give to live 
a life packed with the rich quality that Jesus did!" He always 
seemed to dwell on top of the problem. He reflected the glow of 
personal interaction. He touched those who were spiritually dead 
with His dynamic words and Person. He united the forces of bitter 
opposition into cohesive groups (Matt. 20:20ff), This celebration 
would automatically draw into my life's experiences those who are 
searching for His Truth and Person. Sucha life would involve me 
within the emotional confrontations which so often destroy congre- 
gational unity. But, what is this "abundant life'’? 


In John 13:35, Jesus states that our "love" for one another will 
show the world that He lives. Paul clarifies this love concept by 
defining the manifestations which love does NOT take (1 Cor. 13). 
Love does not suffer wrong, love is not arrogant, love is not jeal- 
ous! Jesus, in this same negative vein, tells us that love does not 
judge (Matt. 7:1). In our English language we have a word that 
uniquely expresses both of these qualities. EMPATHY does not 
allow for judgment. Empathy is a positive expression of love! 


Empathy can be defined as being able to "understand another 
person from that person's frame of reference".! Or, as "the 
process of relating to another person as an equal".2 Perhaps even 
asa i eneee for another to possess his own feelings in his own 
way". 


Empathy is not snooty. 


One does not truly empathize and say, ‘I am better, let me help 
you because you aren't good enough without me." 


1 8. Okin, Effective Helping: Interviewing and Coumseling Techniques 
(North Scituate, Mass., 1976), p. 7. 

2A.W. Combs, Percetving, Behaving, Becoming; "The 1962 Yearbook for 
the Assoc. for Supervision and Curriculum Development" (quote from 
Fuller and Bernard), 3:139. 


3 ibid., 8:34 (from Car] Rogers; see also Client Centered Therapy 
(Boston, 1951). 
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Empathy is not a condition but a process. 


Empathy is "not a bag of tricks...techniques, but an attitude. 4 
One doesn't use empathy as a tool to manipulate or coerce others 
into agreement! 


Empathy is not expectant. 


One must not set conditions which are to be met before a relation- 
ship can come about. 


Empathy is not permissive. 


One does not have to necessarily agree with another in order to 
accept him as a person. One doesn't have to openly disagree or 
attack another person's position! 


Jesus was never a snob or a play-actor (Greek-hypocrite!). He 
never portrayed arrogance in His relationship with people. He 
merely accepted people from where they were and then showed 
them a better WAY (John 14:6). Doesn't he still take each one of 
us from where we are!? Jesus disagreed with much of what He 
saw while on earth but did not reject people for their knowledge or 
concepts. Take, for instance, the woman caught in adultery (John 
8:3). Jesus did not condone her actions but He did empathize with 
her as a person, a created being. He took her from where she was 
without judgment, and challenged her to change her own life, to 
"sin no more". | 


When I accept someone just as he is, he learns to accept himself. 
We love because He first loved us! When people aren't loved or 
accepted they tend to react in two different ways. First, they can 
become introverted. They can hide from the world, they can be- 
come paranoid, isolated and extremely lonely. Or, secondly, they 
can become extroverted. They can crush others under their feet, 
become abusive, and act se)f-assertive. In both cases the person 
struggles to be accepted as he is. He lacks self-identity. Once 
that person feels and acknowledges my acceptance of him, he can 
accept himself. Progress is now in the making! 


The concept which says, ‘‘the first step in overcoming a problem 
is to admit that you have one" is very true. "The acceptance of a 
mistake as one's own is the first step in the growth process." 9 
Without first accepting a person as he is, without judgment or 
coercion, we will fail in our demonstration of our Lord's Love for 
that person. When Jesus encountered the woman at the well (Jn. 4) 
He gave her the feeling that she had something, or herself, to offer 
Him. He accepted her in spite of her past husbands and present 

4 Wesley Huckins, The Nature and Power ef Acceptance”, p.2 (pro- 


fessor of Education, Oregon State System of Higher Education). 
5 Combs, a quote from Torrence; 12:119. 
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relationship. Then, as the conversation and relationship grew, He 
got her to admit, of her own freewill, that she had made some 
mistakes. Once having realized and comprehended this on her own 
level, she left praising God and telling others of Jesus! 


The natural thing for mankind to do is to assume6 that the sins 
seen in another are just as clear to that person as they are to us. 
Jesus admonishes us to assume nothing! in fact He warns us 
against both the assumption and the judgment. We each have our 
own logs to deal with! Accepting a person does not mean that we 
can assume another needs our help. Acceptance means we our- 
selves want to be accepted and are willing to experience growth 
while accepting another. 


How does all this apply to a concept of unity? How does this 
relate to our Lord's desire for our love expressed in John 13:35? 
Let's see. 


First of all, when we are trying to empathize with the brethren 
we are trying to understand them from their own perspective. To 
understand someone means to literally "stand under" that person. 
In Phil. 4:12, Paul says that certain Body gifts were given to 
perfect" the saints. Mark 1:19 uses this same term in reference 
to "mending" the nets. Actually the classical Greek term means 
to "join together, knit together" as in mending a broken bone. Or, 
to "refit" a ship. Paul's concept of Body Life seems to be that we 
need to_stand under one another. We need to hold and build each 
other up!7 This can only be done through true empathy. That is, 
if we "rejoice with those who rejoice and weep with those who weep" 
we can understand them from where they are. We can love them 
as aperson. When people are loved and accepted then they come 
together as a UNIT. They are SOLID! They are ONE! (John 17:11). 
They are the Church alive and triumphant. 


Now, when people from the world come into contact with this type 
of dynamic jife and empathy, things will happen! They will know we 
are His by our love. We will be fulfilling that Great Commission 
because we will be teaching all the world everything that He did 
because we will love as He loves. We will be disciple-ing as 
disciples. 


THts I8 GOODNEWS! God was empathetic with our situation. He 
came to earth to empathize with us. He accepted us. He under- 
stands us (Heb. 4:14-16). And He challenges us to stand under each 
other. Praise God! Let's make our confession a profession of 
acceptance. Let's experience the abundant life with quality rela- 
tionships! & 


6 Assume can be broken down to mean “aes-u-me"”, Assumptions make 
fools of ali involved. 

7 "build up" is from the Greek term otkodomus which literally means 
to be a house builder. [It is translated most often as “to edzfy”. 
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Lakeview Church of Christ 


56 Burdick Hil] Rd., Ithaca, N.Y. 14850 


Excitement runs wild when walking in the steps that Campbell 
once walked. Hearts are cheered as Restoration History unfolds. 
But how often do we have the opportunity to observe present-day 
restoration in progress? I have been so blessed! 


Nestied away in a valley at Ithaca, New York, at the tip of the 
Finger Lake, there is a group of dedicated Christians who have 
caught that glorious vision of unity persued by Alexander Campbell 
many years ago. They are an offshoot of the “mother" church in 
Ithaca (who now eyes her spiritual offspring with suspicion because 
of their zeal for renewal), and call themselves the "Lakeview 
Church of Christ."" Even though with little outside assistance and 
encouragement the fires of restoration are not dampened in the 
hearts of those who have glimpsed the spirit of unity and love. Here 
folk from the Jewish, Catholic, Reformation, and Restoration back- 
grounds are uniting in God's love to carry His message to the 
70,000 residents in the area. The large student body at nearby 
Corneil University provides a challenge for this dedicated group, 
and many have been caught up in the spirit of the movement and 
now carry the message to other states and lands. 


Due to the high turnover rate of students at Cornell the group 
suffers from financial instability. They need financial assistance 
as well as prayers and encouragement. Why not drop them a note 
to inquire of their needs? Does your Mission Program have room 
for such a dynamic work as this? Write to them at the above ad- 
dress. 

— Submitted by Carl Lloyd, Albany, Oregon 


Editor's Note: Carl Lloyd is scheduled to begin working with the 
Lakeview congregation after 1 June '79. In the past bro. Lloyd has 
supported himself in secular work while preaching. He is 26 years 
old, and holds the MA from ENMU in Portales, New Mexico, while 
his wife, Connie, is working toward her MA while teaching school. 
Together they seem ideally suited for the work in Ithaca which will 
bring them into contact with the students at Cornell. Why not make 
it financially possible for them to dewte fulltime to the Lord's work 
in this area, either individually or through the ''mission” budget? 
This work has promiseof becoming a great work in this spiritually 
barren section of our country. For additional information you may 
write to Gary Woodward at the above address, or, with operator 
assistance you may phone him direct. SS] 
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RHODERICK D. ICE 
Ithaca, NY 


For nearly 170 years the brotherhood of the Churches of Christ 
have been working to bring about religious unity. The fact that they 
sometimes fall short of the goal themselves does not change a 
single jine of the blood-bought prayer for unity which Jesus prayed 
in John 17. 


But, say some, how can you preach umity and at the same time 
stay separate from other religious groups’ The answer to this lies 
in first: a desire to maintain our identity; secondly: in order to 
make our voice heard we must stay separate. 


It is the churches with a strong sense of identity which are grow- 
ing. Dean M. Kelley, in “Why Conservative Churches Are Growing" 
(Harper and Row), says: ‘Amid the current neglect and hostility 
toward organized religion in general, the conservative churches, 
holding to seemingly outmoded theology and making strict demands 
on their members, have equalled or surpassed in growth the yearly 
percentage increases of the nation's population."" Mr. Kelley writes 
from the sociological viewpoint and does not take into account the 
fact that God draws people to Himself through the message of the 
gospel of Christ. (However, we should note that he shows some of 
the "cults" are the fastest growing of all.) 


It may be that we have “'played down" the unity theme in recent 
years because we have stressed identity so strongly, yet we cannot 
change a line of the prayer that Jesus prayed: ‘May they be one, so 
that the world will believe that you sent me" (John 17:21). He died 
to make it possible! We must take Him seriously. 


What we call the "Restoration" was founded on the theme of 
"Christians only!’' N. B. Hardeman, one of the founders of Freed- 
Hardeman Colfege, thundered: "I have never been so egotistic as 
to say that my brethren with whom I commune on the first day of 
the week are the only Christians. ..I do make the claim that we are 
Christians only. But there is a vast difference between that ex- 
pression and the one formerly (previously) made" (as quoted in the 
introduction to Churches of Today, Vol. II, Gospel Advocate. 


There would be little point in leaving one denomination to join 
another. What we suggest is to restore the type of Christianity that 
existed while the apostles of Christ still lived—before our modern 
denominations came into being. Surely when we obey God's original 
terms of salvation (as we read them in the Book of Acts), we be- 
come ONE in Christ! 
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We keep both ovr identity and our separatness so that we will be 
a free church—free to follow God, rather than the traditions of the 
past. And, we do not want our voice to be lost. We think purity of 
worship is important. We think the Gospel as it was given in the 
time of the apostles is just the way God wanted it tobe. We think 
the uncomplicated organization of the first century church was also 
the way God intended it to be. 


We believe real Christianity is based on a person—Jesus Christ— 
and that loyalty only to Him will avoid becoming "denominational" 
in our thinking. As W. W. Hendry said: "Faith, for me, consists 
not in what I belieye—but in whom I believe." F.D. Maurice, an 
English writer, wrote in 1832: 'The church is a body united in the 
acknowledgment of a living PERSON; every sect is a body united in 
the acknowledgment of a certain notion." 


Robert Richardson wrote in the Millennial Harbinger, 1852, p. 602: 
"We differ from all the parties here in one important particular, to 
which f wish to call your special attention. It is this that while they 
suppose this Christian faith to be doctrinal, we regard it as per- 
sonal. In other words, they suppose doctrines, or religious tenets, 
to be the subject matter of this faith; we on the contrary, conceive 
it to terminate on a person--the Lord Jesus Christ Himself." 


This, then, is how we can emphasize identity while at the same 
time take seriously the prayer of Jesus for unity. The only possible 
unity is in the Crucified Christ! 


1206 N. Cayuga St., Ithaca, New York 14850 


- survey results - 


Recently we conducted a local survey to determine the need and 
the desire for promoting a "Unity Forum" in our area, to include 
all branches of the Restoration Movement; namely Church of Christ, 
Christian Churches (Independent), and Christian Church (Disciples). 
Even though we did not have the participation that we had hoped (but 
we never do), we were somewhat surprised and greatly encouraged 
by the results. Of those who responded, 64% said they favored such 
a Forum and would support it, and 36% answered in the negative. 
All three Restoration churches were among those who answered in 
the affirmative. From the comments of some of those who said 
"no", there seems to be some misunderstanding as to our purpose, 
like, "A uniting of ‘Church of Christ', ‘Christian Church’ will only 
produce another denomination which the world does not need.” 
While the “unity" of all branches of the Restoration Movement is 
highly desirable, we confess that we haven't set our aims quite so 
high. What we would like to do is restore a line of communication 
between us in the hope that we might then restore Christian fellow- 
ship. This should be the aim and prayer of every Christian, and 
Lord help us if we don't make the attempt. (More in next issue. ) 
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“O Whot Tangled Webs We Weave -- - - - % 


Most of our brotherhood has heard, or heard of bro. John Clayton, 
scientist, and former atheist. Since his conversion, bro. Clayton 
has devoted a great deal of his life to convincing others that God 
truly does exist. He travels throughout the country lecturing on the 
theme 'Does God Exist?" 


How unfortunate that certain other brethren among us are so 
short on insight that they can't see the value of bro. Clayton's work. 
There are two brethren especially who have struggled for several 
years to pin the label of ‘‘false teacher" on bro. Clayton, and both 
of them are editors of small periodicals. Bobby Duncan, editor of 
the misnomered "Words of Truth", printed in Jasper, Alabama, and 
Wayne Jackson, editor of a similar misnomered ''Christian Courier" 
in Stockton, California, have been after bro. Clayton's scalp for 
quite a spell. Both editors, exhibiting strong Ira Rice tendencies, 
are about to team up to "do a number" on bro, Clayton in a series 
of articles to appear in Words of Truth, edited by Bobby Duncan. 
No doubt the scientific brainwork will come from one Bert Thomp- 
son, teacher at Texas A&M, who from his past writings is much 
more concerned with expousing "Church of Christ" doctrine than he 
is with scientific truth. All this is "regretable"’, of course, says 
Wayne Jackson, who has "found it necessary On several occasions 
to survey the anti-biblical teachings of brother John Clayton." I 
have always noticed that when a brother, or brethren, go after the 
scalp of another brother it is "with much regret". How noble! Bro. 
Jackson says that he and Bert Thompson have "’...collaborated to 
produce a series of articles entitled, 'A Review of the Teaching of 
John Clayton'". This doesn't mean that they will review his teach- 
ings to determine the "truthfulness" of them. Their minds are 
already made up on that score! It means they will attempt to 
"expose" his teachings as "false''". This, of course, will prove to 
be more difficult than they anticipate, because bro. Clayton is not 
without academic credentials in his own field of science. 


This whole business of "teaming up" to go after bro. Clayton has 
all the earmarks of a blacklisting. It is the product of the "anti" 
mind~set that afflicts and dominates acertain segment of the church, 
the kind that sets brother against brother. Brethren Duncan, Jack- 
son, and Thompson are men worthy of greater deeds, but first they 
must learn when to ‘tithe mint and cumin" and what to consider 
the 'weightier matters of the law'’—or risk opposing God, 


While we may not understand all that bro. Clayton teaches rela- 
tive to the correlation of science and scripture, we cannot overlook 
the value of his teaching and the good he has accomplished. When 
atheists, agnostics, and skeptics are led to believe in God and who 
give their lives to Christ, we can say with assurance that God 
approves of the teaching—and what God approves let no man attempt 
to disprove. Bro. Clayton has done more to promote the image 
of Christ in secular society than any manof our generation. We owe 
it to him and to God to hold up his hands while he continues his 
great ministry. We need more John Claytons. ..and fewer critics. 
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l| Editorial:| Divorce and Remarriage 
G- 3-89 
The marriage question is one of those "serial" issues that con- 
tinues to plague the church in our generation, and probably will for 


all generations tocome. Those who speak in the legal tongue add 
greatly to the confusion . 


Everyone agrees, to my knowledge, that divorce is sin because 
it is contrary to the will of God and that whenever such occurs, 
either one or the other or both marriage partners are guilty of 
breaking the marriage covenant. The "innocent" party in a divorce 
suit (the one who did not commit adultery) may not always be quite 
as innocent as he/she is sometimes made to appear. Divorce is 
sin, period, regardless of the cause. When God said, "lef.yp9 man 
put asunder™ he didn't intend that there be any exception! There- 
fore, when one of the marriage partners commits adultery and the 
other partner files for divorce, the one filing dissolves the mar~ 
riage. Adultery does not dissolve a marriage. Divorce does. 
Diyorce is.sin,_and that’s that. 


And, too, most will agree that the innocent party in a marriage 
“bust-up"’ may remarry without committing sin, and most will 
continue to agree that if the "guilty'' party remarries that he/she 
does indeed commit sin. The same holds true for the divorce case 
where neither party is guilty of committing adultery. 





If we could terminate the discussion at this point, all would be 
well. However, the controversy is not found in anv of these phases 
thus far mentigned. The issue centers around the "remarriage" of 
the guilty party. Can the one who is divorced on grounds of adultery 
remarry and live the remainder of his/her life without "living in 
adultery ?"' He sins, certainly, by remarrying; but is his sin for 
givable? Can he stay married to the second partner, or must he 
divorce the second wife in order to please God? 


It is precisely at this point that some elders and preachers begin 
to legislate for God in demanding that the second marriage be dis- 
solved. In this connection Foy E. Wallace, Jr. said: 


The course of some preachers in demanding separations 
and breaking up of family relations, and the refusal to 
even baptize certain ones whose marriage status does not 
measure up to his standard of approval, is a presumptious 
procedure. It reveals the tendency to displace God as the 
judge of us all and a preacher ascends to the bench. (Ser- 
mon on the Mount & Civil State, p. 41) 1 


1 As quoted by Olan Hicks in What The Bible Says About Marriage, 
Divorce and Remarriage, p. 35. 
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Without realizing it, those who teach that the second marri2f£e 
must be dissolved are teaching the children of God 12 become 
covenant-breakers. Even though the man or woman may have sin- 

z into a se ond covenant of marriage, the are still 
under “cgyspant."’ There is no such thing as an unscriptural 
marriage when two people are legally free to marry, eyen though 
they may have disobeyed a direct commandment of God. The sin 
of making" the covenant does not "nullify" the covenant once it has 


been made. G.C. Brewer said: 








From this you can see that I draw the conclusion that a 
relationship that may begin by a sinful act might later 
become a legitimate and a sanctified relationship. (Gospel 
Advocate, August 5, 1954, p. 613)2 


The sin in divorce is not in reference to the "sacredness" of 
marriage, as such, but in the violation of a covenant. The same 
holds true for any broken covenant. God places great stock in the 
keeping af vows or covenants (the difference between the two is that 
a viw involves only on¢_person, whereas_jn covenants there must 
be two parties). I believe we can get a line on God's attitude toward 
the second marriage covenant by learning his attitude toward the 
covenants made in the Old Testament. 





In Exodus 23, God speaks to Moses about how they were to deal 
with the Canaanites when they would enter the land. In verse 32 He 
says specifically, ''Do not make a covenant with them nor with their 
gods." Forty years later the Israelites cross the Jordan and begin 
their conquest of Canaan. Jerico, then Ai fell before the onslaught 
of Israel. ‘'When all the kings who were beyond the Jordan in the 
hill country and in the lowland all along the coast of the Great Sea 
...heard of this, they gathered together with one accord to fight 
Joshua and Israel" (Joshua 9:1,2). It appears that the Gibeonites 
may have seen the handwriting on the wall, so to speak, for they 
reasoned in essence: ‘We've got to come up with something fast 
because these people are going to overrun the whole country, and 
we're next!'"' The Gibeonites "acted with cunning"’ and came up with 
this clever scheme (Joshua 9): 


While Joshua and his army were camped at Gilgal, two tired men 
staggered into the camp and told a tale how they had traveled from 
a far country to make a covenant of peace with Israel, because they 
had heard of their deeds of war and how their God had fought for 
them. "Perhaps you live among us", said the men of Israel. "Then 
how can we make a covenant with you?" Israel was aware that they 
were under orders from God not to make a covenant with the inhab- 
itants of Canaan. But the two men called attention to their worn- 
out sandals, ragged clothes, and stale and moldy bread and Joshua 


2 Olan Hicks, ibid., p. 34 
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was convinced. ‘So the men took of their provisions, and did not 
ask direction from the Lord. And Joshua made peace with them, 
and made a covenant with them, to let them live; and the leaders of 
the congregation swore to them" (vss. 14,15). Joshua's big mistake 
was that he "did not ask direction from the Lord." 


Three days later when Joshua and his army made preparations 
for war, and when the men from Gibeon learned that their city was 
on the hit list they said, paraphrasing, "Whoa! That's our city! 
We made a deal, remember?" Joshua then realized that he had 
been had. He understood that he disobeyed a direct commandment 
from God not to make any agreement with the Canaanite people. 


Now he had to honor it! He had "cut the covenant" animals and 
walked between the pieces, in keeping with the ancient custom and 
there was no way to have it annulled (see Gen. 15:6, Jer. 34:18, 19). 
Once a covenant was drawn up and ratified both parties were bound 
by the provisions of it, at the risk of death. The "cutting" of the 
animals and walking between the pieces signified the fate of him who 
would break the contract. Covenant breaking was a capital offense. 


The parallel between Joshua's unscriptural covenant with the 
Canaanites and the unscriptural remarriage covenant is obvious 
and undeniable. Note the comparison below: 


_ JOSHUA'S COVENANT MARRIAGE COVENANT 
"Do not make a covenant with them,- '...and he who marries her 
or with their gods" (Ex. 23:32). who is put away commits 


adultery" (Matt. 19:9). 


"And Joshua. .. made a covenant - Man and woman enter into a 


with them" (Joshua 9:15). second marriage covenant. 
Joshua "'did not ask direction from - No knowledge of Christ's 
the Lord" (Joshua 9:14). teaching before conversion. 
Joshua violated a direct command ~- Both violate the teaching of 
of God (Ex. 23:32). Christ. 

The "making" of the covenant was =. The "remarriage" was un- 
unscriptural. scriptural. 


Joshua sinned by disobeying the - Both parties sin by disobey- 
commandment. ing Christ. 


Joshua had to honor the covenant. - Both must honor the marri- 
age covenant. 


Joshua was forgiven and continued - Both continue in good stand- 
to serve God. ing with God, being forgiven 
in thelr conversion. 





(turn to page 16) 
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It depends on what you mean! 


Are We a Denomination? 


From CHRISTIAN STANDARD 
©1979. The Standard Publishing Company, 


By JAMES B. NORTH | Cincinnati, Ohio. Used by permission, 


if one listens carefully to the conversation of leaders of our 
brotherhood, it does not take long to notice how studiously they 
avoid using the label ''denomination" to refer to ourselves. They 
talk about converts "coming over from the denominations.'' They 
talk about people who are still "in denominationalism.''' They talk 
about people who are "denominationalists.'' But let someone say 
“our denomination" or even slip and refer to "the other denomina- 
tions" (the word other implying we are one, too), and these leaders 
will immediately and hotly reply, "We are not a denomination, we 
are a 'nondenominational fellowship of Christian churches and 
churches of Christ.'" 


Yet many people find this terminology confusing. And certainly 
many individuals who are members of ''denominations" consider it 
ridiculous and inaccurate. It reminds me a little of an exchange 
that takes place in Alice's adventures Through the Looking-Glass. 


"I don't know what you mean by ‘glory,'" Alice said, 

Humpty Dumpty smiled contemptuously. ‘'Of course you 
don't—till I tellyou. I meant ‘there's a nice knock-down 
argument for you!'" 

"But 'glory'doesn't mean a 'nice knock-down argument,’ " 
Alice objected. 

"When I use a word,"’ Humpty Dumpty said, in rather a 
scornful tone, "it means just what I choose it to mean— 
neither more nor less." ! 


It seems to me that much of the controversy over whether we are 
a denomination is merely a matter of semantics. Hopefully we are 
not hedged about by such ad hoc and impromptu definitions as 
Humpty Dumpty is guilty of in the above quotation. Thankfully, there 


Dr. North is Professor of Church History at Cincinnati Christian 
Seminary, Cincinnati, Ohio. 


ILewis Carroil, Through the Looking-Glass and What Alice Found There 
(New York: Random House, 1965), p. 94. 
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are modern authorities on words and their meanings that are avail- 
able today. They are called dictionaries. Now the thing to be noted 
about a dictionary is that it is an authority on the use of a word; it 
records only how words are in fact used—without making any judg- 
ments about such usage. 


I have on my desk a dictionary that is considered to be one of the 
prime authorities on the English language—Webster's Seventh New 
Collegiate Dictionary. In it I find that the word ''denomination" can 
fall generally into one of two categories. Either it can refer to (1) 
a name of designation given to a general category, or it may mean 
(2) ''a religious organization uniting in a single legal and admini- 
strative body a number of local congregations." 


These are the definitions. Let us go back then to our original 
question. ‘'Are we a denomination?" Certainly, in the fullest sense 
of this second definition, we are not. The Christian churchesé& 
churches of Christ are not united "in a single legal and administra- 
tive body.'’ And anybody who knows anything about the history of 
the restoration movement will know why. There are good reasons, 
both Scriptural and practical, why this is so. As a movement we 
havestood firmly in opposition to the typeof ecclesiastical authority 
represented in this definition by Webster's. 


Labels —This takes us then to the first definition—a denomination 
is a name given to a general category. It is rather awkward some- 
times to continue to refer to the 'nondenominational fellowship of 
Christian churches and churches of Christ.'"" When we "name" this 
nondenominational fellowship, aren't we "denominating"” it? The 
root idea in "'denominate"'is to give a name to a Special category 
that sets it apart from other similar categories. We.refer to green, 
folding money as existing in ''denominations" of ones, fives, tens, 
etc. Those "names" (ones, fives, etc.) are general categories of 
folding currency which distinguish those certain bills from other 
bills which represent different amounts of money. We refer to these 
classifications of bills as ''denominations." 


To a great extent, isn't this also what we are doing when we refer 
to various Protestant denominations? A certain denomination is a 
named group that can be distinguished (because of doctrine, practice, 
church government, etc.) from other Protestant groups. And yet 
when we refer to "Christian churches/churches of Christ," aren't 
we just giving this religious group a name that sets it apart from 
other religiais groups? To refer to ourselves as a denomination, 
then, is merely to recognize that we exist as a group Separate from 
other religious groups. 


Now, please do not misunderstand and think that I am saying we 
ought to go on and centralize our legal and administrative head- 
quarters. I am saying nothing of the kind. But | am suggesting that 
by our own choosing and labeling we are a religious fellowship of 
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Christians and churches that is denominated differently from other 
religious fellowships. Can we deny that we are a denomination in 
this sense of the word? 


Sectarianism—Yet there is still another facet to this issue. Most 
people in "the denominations" are very content to be there. Web- 
ster's defines "denominationalism" as '"1) devotion to denominational 
differences: sectarianism.'' The problem with many people in ''the 
denominations" is that they think denominational differences are a 
good thing. "Certainly,'' they say, with 286 different denominations ° 
in America today, everybody will be able to find at least one reli- 
gious organization that meets his needs and that he agrees with. 
Let the diversity continue, that all needs may be met." 


Yet this complacency with division is at odds with the prayer of 
Jesus in John 17:20-23 that all His followers would be one; it is also 
at odds with Paul who denounced the divisive attitudes displayed at 
Corinth. Where there are differences among denominations because 
of variance with Scriptural teaching, let there be unity on the basis 
of Scripture! Let all religious teaching be judged by, and conformed 
to, the teaching of the New Testament! I am certainly not in favor 
of maintaining unscriptural teaching merely because some people 
say their needs are met by it. 


But with this warning, it still seems to me to be folly to continue 
to deny that we are a denomination in the sense that we are a sepa- 
rate group witha distinctive name. We ought not to glory in our 
separatism nor in our distinctive name, but in our distinctive call 
for the authority of New Testament practices and the unity of the 
original church. 


Communication—The thrust of my remarks has only one point— 
namely, that we increase meaningful communication with others 
who are interested in the things of Christ. My fear is that by con- 
finually denying that we are a denomination, we are erecting a 
barrier to effective communication with people who kmow that, in 
fact, we are a distinctive group. By acknowledging our denomina- 
tional status (''denominational"” in the more general sense of the 
word) we may then go on to point out the deficiencies of complacent 
denominationalism and point these people back to the undenomina- 
tional identity of New Testament Christianity. 


We certainly ought not to be content with remaining a separate 
group with our distinctive name~—but equally, we ought not be con- 
tent to become sectarian in our own little world, and cut ourselves 
off from conveying our message to others because they are not able 
to work through our mysterious terminology. We have enough 
people already who are copying their style from Humpty Dumpty 
and letting words mean whatever they choose them to mean. Let us 
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acknowledge that words usually mean what Webster says they mean— 
and when Webster's gives multiple meanings, the words may cer- 
tainly be accurately applied in one of the weaker senses. By so 
doing we may continue to work toward the goal of restoring a puri- 
fied church according to the prayer of Jesus for unity in John 1%. 
And not only may we work for it, but we may more confidently 
communicate that hope to our current generation, with a more 
reasonable expectation that we will be heard and understood. co 


More on Local Survey - ccicor 


In the last issue we reported the results of a survey conducted 
among a sampling of local brethren to determine the feasibility of 
promoting a Unity Forum in our city. At the time we listed the 
percentages as 64/36 in favor of; however, this figure may be a 
little deceptive in that we didn't count the individual members of 
whole congregations who were in favor of the Forum, but counted 
the several congregations as one vote each. Had we counted them 
individually the percentage would have been more like 85 or 9 
for the Forum. This far exceeded our expectations! How shall we 
interpret it? 


To me this indicates that brethren are beginning to realize that 
something is not right, that something must be basically wrong 
when a Restoration Movement that was supposed to unite divided 
Christendom has become so divided itself that it now has to preach 
"unity "to its own members! I believe brethren want to know what's 
going on and what can we do about it. This is what the Unity Forum 
is all about. There is a way to restore unity among God's people. 


Honest brethren honestly differ with other honest brethren. Some 
see some doctrines as being more important than others. Some 
see "patterns" that others cannot honestly see. Does this mean 
that one is right and the other wrong and one will be lost? Or does 
it mean that if both are wrong that both will be lost? Does it mean 
that where differences in opinions and interpretations exist that 
brethren must divide as the only solution? Or is it just possible 
that brethren may continue to enjoy fellowship with each other in 
spite of differences? This is what the Forum is all about. This is 
what we need to learn. 


From the comments of some who responded to the survey, it 
seems that there is misunderstanding as to what a Unity Forum is 
supposed to accomplish. Some seem to think we're setting up a 
debate, to start another denomination, and one writes as if we were 
planning a "Division Forum" instead of a unity forum. Because of 
such misunderstandings, we are beginning a series of articles by 
W. Carl Ketcherside with this issue, who sets forth the principles 
upon which Christian fellowship can be maintained. & 


R (28) 





GOOD-NEWS IN GALATIANS 


THE “STUPIDITY” OF LEGALISM 


(Galatians 2:16 - 3:5) 
Michael Hall 
P.O. Box 4 
Caruthersville, MO 63830 


"You stupid Galatians! You must have been 
bewitched—you before whose eyes Jesus Christ 
was openly displayed upon his cross!" (Gal. 3:1, NEB) 


Paul associated legalistic tendencies with intellectual and moral 
stupidity. That's pretty stout stuff. Notice how rough his words 
are. The Christians as Galatia were thought to be "bewitched". 
That is, they acted like they were under a speli. They were deluded 
from all common sense as if under a hoax. Yet they of all people 
had been graphically introduced to the Crucified Messiah by Paul, 
and yet they still were rushing down the road toward the perversion 
of legalism. To Paul, it just didn't make sense. 


Paul said legalism was stupid. You want to know why? Here's why. 


Legatism is stupid because it violates the justification by faith 
principle. We know that no man is ever justified by doing what the 
law demands, but only through faith in Christ Jesus...'' (Gal. 2:16, 
NEB). That's the grand central truth of the good-news. We'd be 
plum crazy to deny it or reject it. But that's what a legal approach 
does. 


Legalism is stupid because it violates our "death to the law." 
"For through the law I died to law—to live for God. I have been 
crucified..." (Gal. 2:19-20, NEB). Law as a means of putting me 
right with God is OUT. The metaphor of ''death" as portrayed in 
the capital punishment style of crucifixion suggests that law has 
ceased to exist as a ruling influence. Law doesn't apply to dead 
folks, only to the living. And now my "living" is in Christ or rather 
He lives in me (Gal. 2:20). 


Legalism is stupid because it nullifies the cross of grace. "I will 
not nullify the grace of God; if righteousness comes by law, then 
Christ died for nothing" (Gal. 2:21, NEB). Why bother with Jesus 
if we can depend on our own law-keeping? And if we can handle it 
ourselves, then the whole Jesus story was senseless and useless. 
If getting it altogether and experiencing "life'’ doesn't depend on 
God's gift, then the gift and cross become invalid concepts. 


Legalism is stupid because it undermines the gift of the Holy 
spirit. "Did you receive the Spirit by keeping the law or by believ- 
ing the good-news message? Can it be that you are so stupid? You 
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started with the spiritual; do you now look to the material to make 
you perfect ?"' (Gal. 3:2-3 NEB). Look at the contrast: Keeping law 
or believing; the material or the spiritual. Perhaps that's why 
legalism generally has such a hang-up with the Spirit of God and 
spirituality. But the Spirit is received "through faith" (Gal. 3:14), 
which is why we can't manipulate God in giving His Spirit based on 
our keeping of the rules. It is a matter of trust. 

Legalism is stupid finally in Paul's exposition, because it nulli- 
fies our suffering for the Good-News. ''Have you suffered so many 
things in vain?" (Gal. 3:4 KJV) The Jewish converts had to break 
away from their countrymen to accept the Messiah. That meant 
social ostracism and rebuke. They became different from the rest 
of their cultural milieu and that took courage. It's so much easier 
just to go along with what everybody else of your nationality and 
culture is doing. Who likes to be considered an oddball? But if they 
were going to give in and accept some of the Jewish rules as essen- 
tials, making Christianity dependent upon prescribing to a set 
of regulations, so that there wouldn't be any "persecution of the 
cross", then the things suffered up to that time would have been in 
vain. Their suffering would have been utterly senseless, empty of 
any value and worthless. It would be stupid to give in after they had 
taken such a courageous stand for the truth of the good-news. 

But Christianity isn't a modified form of legalism. It's an alleg- 
iance to a Person who saves, heals and brings us to an exciting 
wholeness of life. Yet, like the Galatians, we too are still tempted 
toward restructuring the new life as something dependent on law- 
keeping. 

In the first century, Judaism was the "in" style of legalism. In 
today's contemporary American scene, legalism takes other forms. 
For instance, the epigram: ''God helps those who help themselves" 
is an anti-grace concept which is legalistic at its core. It's anti- 
grace because grace says the opposite: God helps those who cannot 
help themselves. Yet, the ''God helps those who help themselves" 
syndrome plagues many of our churches collectively and many of 
us individually. It ministers to our pride and individualism. But 
it's stupid. Isn't it? 

Another popular form of legalism today among Restoration 
churches is the idea that "only members of the Church of Christ 
(meaning the non-instrumental, mainstream, Herald of Truth, etc.) 
are going to heaven." That's legalistic rubbish because it predi- 
cates salvation upon the keeping of a thousand minute laws which 
are often nationalistic, sociological and nineteenth century than 
anything else. It's Gnostic in that it predicates one's deliverance 
from sin upon the perfection of intellectual thought. 


The church has struggled against legalism for nearly two millen- 
niums and it's still an ever-present danger. That's why GALATIANS 
is a relevant Christian Good-News document and why the message 
that legalism is stupid is so needed. ea 
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Editor's Note: The following is a reprint of Chapter 5 of 
"The Twisted Scriptures", by W. Carl Ketcherside. Used 
by permission. Due to its length it will be necessary to 
_ print it in two parts. 


Conformity or Diversity 


W. Carl Ketcherside 
139 Signal Hiil Drive 


PART ONE St. Louis, Missourf 63121 


Because of the divisions which men have created to separate 
believers in the Lord Jesus Christ, many of you who read this 
chapter will be affiliated with religious movements utterly different 
than the one with which the author is affiliated. For that reason 
apology should probably be made for the special allusions to the 
“Church of Christ'’ which will occur. However, it must not be over- 
looked that there is a kinship in our state which makes what is said 
about one fragmented movement relevant to all of the others. We 
may not all be in the same boat but we are all in the same ocean. 


Too, it is important that all of us look with serious concern upon 
the problems which plague others. Because of our basic trust in 
Jesus none of us are wholly unrelated. Even though the doctrinal 
disagreements in one party have little relationship to those in 
another, at the center of our faith ail of us are closer than we 
sometimes admit. It is as the spokes get farther from the hub they 
tend to become farther apart. The matters which create such a 
furor in one camp are looked upon with disdain and designated as 
sheer trivia in another. Every faction regards its traditions as 
having tremendous importance, while denigrating those of others. 
Few in these days place any emphasis upon eating of meats and 
keeping of days, yet these were questions of grave magnitude to the 
primitive saints. 


Some of those who mistake conformity for unity appear to be 
startled when they first learn that we suggest there may be unity in 
diversity. Actually we go much farther than that. We assert that 
if there is any unity at all it must be unity in diversity, if it is to be 
enjoyed by free men. There is no other kind of unity except for 
slaves. Our opponents themselves are proof of this. Not one of 
them is a member of a congregation where every person under- 
stands each scripture alike. Each party agrees upon the factional 
test which it has singled out and made the supreme issue. Upon 
every other matter the greatest latitude is permitted. Conformity 
does not make for better Christians, but for greater hypocrites. 
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Every group which contends for conformity of every member is 
inconsistent. Those who quote scriptures urging the saints to live 
in harmony under the delusion that unity and harmony are identical, 
misunderstand both human nature and the scriptures. There is a 
widespread notion that because the primitive saints were together 
anu uau au uuugS Common, anu vecause wey were of one heart and 
one soul, this means” all had exactly the same opinions and 
views of. e g related to the Chri walk. Nothing could be 
more remote from the actual facts. ~~ 


God made men so that as long as they are in the flesh they will be 
divergent in opinions. We can no more all think glike Shan we can 
all look alike. There is as much variety In our mental, as there is 


in our physical makeup. This is not avevit; It is good. It stimu- 
lates study and research. Tt is the sou) of alJ_discussion and in- 


vestization. Without it forbearance wowd be an unnecessary virtue 
and patience woulu vecome a iost art. Of even greater significance 
is the Tacv thst if unity came by fMitellectual agreement rather than 
as a grace-gift from God, it could never produce a peace that 
passes understanding. No one will deny that our human understand- 
ing is frail, fallible and faulty. P@ate that originated with it would 
be imperfect. A stream cannot rise above its fountain or source. 
Our unity is in a person, not in our personal opinions. We are 
one in Christ. Ours is the unity of the Spirit. Nothing is more 
clearly taught in the word of God. The Spirit of God dweijls in every 
child of God. There is but one Spirit and every one in whom the 
Spirit dwells is one with every other such person. Of course every 
one in whom the Spirit dwells will exert a conscious effort contin- 
uously to promote harmony and good will. He will be a peacemaker 
because only such can be called the children of God. But he will 
also recognize that harmony is a fruit of unity, and not the reverse. 


God no more expects all of His children to be exactly alike than I 
do my children. Nor does he "tighten the screws" on them to en- 
force conformity any more than I would twist the arms of the 
members of my physical family. The truth is that His revelation 
teaches us we are different from each other, and it is because of 
this we are able to fulfill His purpose and carry out His will upon 
the earth. Mere likeness in every detail would make this impos- 
sible. A man is able to be one flesh with his wife, not because they 
are alike, but because they are not. Oneness is not exact likeness. 
Harmony cannot be produced by harping on one string but by blend- 
ing the sounds from various instruments. 


AREAS OF DIVERSITY 


1. In‘ the primitive community of saints there was a diversity of 
gif*rs (1 Cor. 12:4-6). "Now there are varieties of gifts, but the 
same Spirit; and there are varieties of service, but the same Lord; 
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and there are varieties of working, but it is the same God who 
inspires them all in every one.'' The variety is in the saints, the 
sameness is in the Godhood. To eliminate the variety among the 
members would make the purpose of God of none effect. It_jis only 
when they recognize the source of their oneness that they can 
achievé a2 common purpose. “To each is given the manifestation of 
the Spirit Tor Fhe common good" (verse 7). What was said of gifts 
bestowed supernaturally will also be true of gifts derived naturally. 


2. {There is a diversity of functions.) "For as in one body we 
have many members, and all members do not have the same func- 
tion, so we though many, are one body inChrist, and individually 
members one of another" (Romans 12:4,5). There is one question 
proposed by the Spirit which we need to face. “If all were a single 
organ, where would the body be?" (1 Cor. 12:19). The divine 
arrangement is expressed in the next verse. ‘'As it is there are 
many parts, yet one body.’' Our very diversity in function makes 
it possible to have unity in an entity. , 





3./ There was a diversity in understanding.} Some had to be ad- 
dressed as babes in Christ ( 3:1), Their grasp of truth was 
elemental. ‘I fed you with mix, solid food; for you were not 
ready for it; and even yet you are not ready.” Others were mature. 
"Yet among the mature we do impart wisdom" (1 Cor. 2:6). The 
impartation of wisdom was always on the ability to grasp what was 
taught. There was a difference from person to person and from 
congregation to congregation. 


4.{ There was a diversity in knowledge. |The apostle Paul pointed 
out that all knowledge was relative (1 Cor. 8:2). God's revelation 
is perfect for the purnose for which it was given. Man's knuwirdge 
of if is not nerfect. In the community of saints at Corinth there 
were those who were fully aware that ''an idol has no real existence" 
and "there is no God but one."' There were others who were not so 
positive. ‘However, not all possess this knowledge. But some, 
through being hitherto accustomed to idols, eat food as really offer- 
ed unto an idol; and their conscience, being weak is defiled."' Thus 
the saints were divided into ''men of knowledge" (verse 10) and 
"weak men™ (verse Ii). Yet they were both men for whom Christ 
died and to sin. against one of these brethren was to sin against 
Christ. 


5. [there was a diversity of customs. | It was true that in Christ 
Jesus there was neither Jew nor Greek, but it was also true that 
there were Jews and Greeks in Christ Jesus. These statements are 
not contradictory. The gospel did not require a Jew to becomea 
Greek, nor a Greek to become a Jew, in order to be in Christ Jesus. 
It was only in Christ they were one. This required adjustments to 
local conditions upon the part of one who traveled from one area to 
another visiting the saints (1 Cor. 9:10-23; 10:31-33). 
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Ragner Bring writes, ‘'They were all one in Christ. Their unity 
was far more profound than a fellowship between those who hold 
Similar views, or who think alike, or who are brought together 
because of social fellowship and equality. The unity in Christ, Jesus 
was a unjty which remained in spite of external inequalities, just 
as the unity of Christ with God remained and did not in any way 
become less when Christ emptied himself and becamé man, ‘born 
of woman, born under the law'’ (Commentarv on Galatians; p. 187). 


The nature of the unify in the early Christian communities was 
what made them so effectual. The world of that day was accustomed 
to a unity of exclusiveness which existed in fraternities and burial 
societies. In these people were brought together through mutual 
regard for each other and because of common secular interests. 
There was nothing strange about a synagogue composed of Freed-~ 
men, even in Jerusalem (Acts 6:9). But to find a congregation made 
up of men of different habits, customs, racial origins, etc., labor- 
ing as a unit because of a common love for Jesus—this was impres-~ 
sive indeed. The deepest unity can never be that of conformity. It 
must always be unity which exists in and transcends diversity. 








6. There was a diversity of opinions.) The gpologjgts for "the 
cult of the rubber stamp” can_ne@yer successfully negotiate the 
depth s of Romans 14. Here is a chapter. deliberately designed by 
divine direction to tell us how to maintain unity in actual diversity. 
It forbids contempt on the part of one group for another, and forbids 
censorship on the part of the other. It begins with a flat statement 
that we must welcome men who differ with us about matters of 
Opinion, and not for the purpose of involving them in disputes or 
debates about the differences. ''As for the man who is weak in faith, 
welcome him, but not for disputes over opinions." 


Theyery next verse shows that those whom Gog bag welcomed 


need not see everything alike. There is room in Christ for men to 
believe different things and still be one. One believes he may eat 
anything, while the weak man eats only vegetables. What reply is 
made to this by defenders of orthodoxy. One man in Colorado who 
is the champion of a legalistic code of conformity as God's ideal 
for His family, declared in print that there was no room for varied 
beliefs among those in Christ. He asserted that the only believer 
was the man who could eat anything, while the weak man acted 
through lack of faith. His predicament only becomes greater for he 
has God welcoming men who act through lack of faith, or without 
faith. The record says, ‘He also who eats, eats in honor of the 
Lord, since he gives thanks to God; while he who abstains, abstains 
in honor of the Lord and gives thanks to God" (verse 6). Will our 
brother have people honoring God through their lack of faith? 


Note the expression "ip honor of the Lord, '_. This is the key to 
many ‘of our problems. When men cease to regard the Lordship of 
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Jesus over their lives, what they do is not acceptable. Eut those 
who act "in honor of the Lord" may differ greatly and 


Jesus over their lives, what they do is not acceptable. But those 
who act “in honor of the Lord" may differ greatly and may be 
exactly opposite in their views about many things and still be ac- 
cepted. No legalist can ever grasp this! He will argue that ''one of 
them has to be wrong.'’ Granted! Perhaps they are both wrong. 
Then how can they be accepted? The answer is that the basis of 
our acceptance is not that we are right about everything. This 
would require no grace to save us. Why is this not the basis of our 
acceptance? For the simple reason that the kingdom of God does 
not mean being right about such things. It is ina wholly different 
sphere and upon a different plane. Being correct or mistaken about 
such things as observing days and eating meats does not affect our 
standing init. There can be "diversity of opinions" about all those 
things in which the kingdom does not consist without affecting the 
constituency of the kingdom. ''For the kingdom of God does not mean 
food and drink but righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy 
Spirit" (verse 17). 


When f think of the implications of this revelation from God, I am 
startled to realize how we destroy the work of God over matters 
wholly irrelevant to the kingdom of God. What we are doing, of 
course, is trying to make the kingdom after our own image. By 
seeking to become lords over the faith of others we end up being 
our own God. Each conformist uses himself as acriterion. Men 
must know as much as he knows, see things as he sees them, in- 
terpret passages as he explains them, hold the same opinion that he 
holds. Divergency is a sin, not because of disagreement with the 
party, for the party is but a projection of the partisan. It is a sin 
because it does not recognize his infallibility. To question him is 
question God. 


When another “infallible leader'' arises in the party there must 
be a division. The party is the world, the religious universe of the 
facHionalist, and there cannot be two infallible interpreters in the 
same world while they differ with each other. In case of difference 
each must have his own world. Every factional leader thinks of his 
party as the one holy, apostolic and catholic church of God on earth. 
This is the position of the Roman pope as respects his party. It is 
also the position of atl lesser papas in all of the orthodox parties 
of our day. True, in the changing climate of our day the pope has 
had to reluctantly refer to others as "our separated brethren" as 
do lesser popes refer to "brethren in error."' Yet there comes to 
all of us in the controversies over means, methods, and measures, 
the solemn warning, "Do not for the sake of food, destroy the work 
of God" (Romans 14:20). Does this principle apply to that which 
sustains a factional body as well as to that which feeds on the 
physical body? (continued in next issue). 
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| CONTINUED - from page 4 | 





Has God changed his attributes since the time of Joshua? —not 
according to James 1:17. In view of this, preachers should be care- 
ful how they counsel Christians with past maritial problems. God 
still considers_it sin to break covenants. Divorce is sin. Remar- 
riage without scriptural grounds is sin. A ‘Setond divorce for 


whatever fhe reason is just as singul as the first divorce. 


Note that the sin of the woman at the well in John 4 was not that 
she had been married too many times (which she certainly had!), 
but that she wasn't married to the sixth man with whom she was 
then living. Each of her five previous marriages were scriptural 
(being "permitted’' under Moses), for Jesus recognized that she 
had HAD five husbands. No woman aria haus a oy Span unless 
she be_married to him. There is no’ wife” without the 
marria e covenant. This woman ube ebend and wile in adultery" (an 
unscriptural term) on the basis that she may have left a "living 
husband" somewhere in her stormy past. Hers was an illicit rela- 
tionship because she wasn't married to the sixth Man- 


But how can all this be harmonized with Romans 7:2, where Paul 
said, ‘'Thus a married woman is bound to her husband as long as 
he lives"? Why wasn't the woman in John 4 “bound” by husband 
No. 1? Was he dead? If so, was husband No. 2, 3, 4, and 5 dead 
also? The fact is it didn't ‘matter whether they were ‘dead or not. 
She wasn't bound to any of them simply because they were no longer 
her husbands. She had been divorced from z ? The e -wife 
was not bound to her 6¥-hushand undar_the law heesuse there was 

arriaze. There is no contradiction between our interpretation 
of John 4 and Romans 7:2. Paul was talking about the wife whose 
marriage was still intact, whose husband was still alive. She was 
bound to him by law until he died, or until he divorced her, which- 
ever came first; afterwards she was free to marry again. But ‘she 
will be called an adultress if she lives with another man while her 
husband is alive’ (Rom. 7:3), The woman in John 4 does not fit the 
description here because she has no “live" husband. 















Those who maintain a strict levai stance on the remarriage 
question create more DFroQblems than thev solve. There's simply 
too many questions that cannot be answered by making a legal 
Statute out of Matthew 19:9. No law, regardless of hgw clear and 
concise, can handle the multitude of variables associated with a 
divorce and remarriage. While an equitable solution may be had 
in one case, a legal statute may very well create injustice in a- 
nother. For example: A man and woman, each with an unscriptural 
divorce in the past, meet, marry, and raise 3 or 4 children. After 
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15 years of marriage they are converted to the Lord. A second 
divorce at this point is utterly foolish.and.semes.no.carthly purpose. 
Great harm would be brought £9 the family with stiJ] eroewing 
children. It is a sin of ignorance, and one of the highest magnitude 
for preachers and elders to tell previously married couples that 
they must "put asunder what God has joined together" in order to 
please Him. This is to assign to God the attribute St cruelty,.and it 
approaches blasphemy’ Any law in which its application creates 
odlv seftine {s only an imaginary law. Ifa law does not solve 

‘ated with the problem, then we make the 
mistake assigning law instead of applving a principle for the 
solution. Divorce in the above case does not solve the problem. 
Dissolving the marriage at this point would create a second sin of 
breaking the marriage covenant, and very possibly the sin of family 
neglect in depriving the children of one parent. Leslie G. Thomas 
said: 


un un 









Does Repentance require a separation? It must be admit- 
ted by all thoughtful Bible students that the New Testament 
furnishes neither precept nor example for such a course; 
and furthermore, there does not seem to be any ground 
for concluding that an inference is inevitable that such 
should be done, because of anything which is said upon the 
subject in the law of Christ. (Sermon on the Mount, p. 73)3 


Since the Jews could divorce their wives for almost any reason, 
this obviously was far from being equitable for the woman. She had 
no voice in the matter. She was just part of the furnishings. Under 
the "law of grace" such matters may be handled on an even basis 
because the woman has the same right as the man. Conditions that 
cannot be handled by a strict legal statute may be resolved under 
grace by the application of a principle of truth. A pyinciple of truth 
is a geneyal law.that.may be applied.to the flexibility of the problem, 
whereas, a lezal Statute 1s more narrow in that it applies only to 
those proviems that More or legs coincidentally fits ue wording of 
the precept. This means that a wide variety of problems must be 
forced under the strict letter of the law. All laws have their letter 
and their spirit, and only under the Christian System do we apply 
the spirit of the law rather than its letter (M Cor. 3:6). A general 
principle (law, rule) may regulate a variety of situations along with 
their many ramifications; and indeed this has to be the system under 
which we must live because it is impossible to enact a legal statute 
to fit every conceivable sin.A simple illustration is Paul's handling 
of the ''meat"’ problem at Corinth. Some of the weak brethren were 
defiling their conscience by following the example of the strong who 
ate meat offered to idols. Since God is just as concerned for the 


3 Olan Hicks, ibid., p. 35 
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weak as for the strong, the question was how to solve the problem 
for the weak without the banning of meat for everyone. The mat- 
ter was resolved when Paul said, if eating meat causes my brother 
to stumble I'LL QUIT EATING IT! 


As with Paul, each brother must apply the ban to himself, depend- 
ing upon the problem and circumstances. In any non - expedient 
matter, love compels us to forego any indulgence that might cause 
the weak brother to sin. The application of this principle will re- 
solve any similar problem without imposing its solution upon the 
whole church. A legal statute cannot make such a distinction. To 
settle the marriage issue, let us appeal to the "spirit" of the law. 


e- A point often overlooked in the discussion of remarriage is the 

vo principle laid down by Jesus in Mark 2:23-28 and the parallel 

account in Matthew 12:1-8. While walking through the field, Jesus 

and his disciples "plucked grain" on the Sabbath day and were 

charged with breaking the Sabbath law. But Jesus pointed out that 

“the Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath" (Mk. 

2:27). What was said concerning the Sabbath also applies to "law", 

i.e. "the law was made foy man, and not man for the law." Jesus 

did not deny That he and his discivles had broken the law, but he 

defended himself in a way that shows that there was something here 

greater than Taw and thgt he was not guilty of violating the law's 

intended purpose. He pointed out an Old Testament exception that 

had been approved for generations, how that David and his soldiers 

ate the shewbread "which is not lawful for any but the priests to, 

eat" (Mk. 2:26; cf 1 Sam. 21:1-7; Lev. 24:9). In comparing his 

* action_with that of Dayid, Jesus admits that he broke the letter of 

<f the Sabbath law. Buk the point he makes is that there are times 

@ when necesSitv overrules law. ard that merev is creater than 

e sacpjfice. David and his soldiers were hungry and ate the forbidden 

shewbread. They broke the letter of the law. hmt thev fulfilled a 

necessity whichis the overall intent of law. Their's was not an 

act of rebellion. There was no disobedient spirit, no sacreligious 

heart, no intent to dishonor law, but simply a time when hunger 
knew no law, and they ate without guilt. 





This principle Jesus applies to himself and his disciples. They 
were hungry. This was a necessity. They violated the letter but 
not the intent and were without t. Their need arose above law 
for it was the Iaw’s rntent to supply the need. In this instance the 
law failed to supply the need and the action taken served in the 
place of law. This means that law is out of nlace where essentiality 
ig.concerned. It means that incases where the tiveral application 
of law works cont‘ary tote Well-being of man, the Taw must step 
aside. This does not @shonor Yaw but illustrates that "something 
ereater than the temple is here", which is God's concern for the 
welfare of his people, his love, mercy and grace. 
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The above principle will and must be applied to the remarriage 
issue. Even if Matthew 19:9 were a legal statute, and even if the 
remarriage might be construed as a "continual" breaking of the 
marriage law, the law of necessity overrules it. In the case of the 
remarried couple of 15 years with several children before conver- 
sion, itis essentig] that they xemain in wedlock fox the welfare of 
their children and for.their own h iness and spiritual well-being. 
A divorce at this noint would mean that "man serves {aw"’, and so 
we must ask in this case how mav the statute of Matthew. 19:9 be 
applied so as to "serve man''? It is unfortunate that many brethren 
apply the Jaw in a way that "punishes" man. It is true that law 
stipulated a punishment for "disobedience", but in the example of 
the married man of 15 years, he would be punished for OBEDIENCE 
if Matthew 19:9 demanded that he break up his marriage and home. 


CONCLUSION 


Some may think that Joshua's covenant with the Canaanites is too 
remote to be made a comparison with marriage and adultery. But 
this is exactly what is taught in the prohibition given to Moses at 
Mount Sinai. The Canaanites were idolators. Israel was God's 
holy nation. The intent | i 









the pure with the impure, which 


that which was holy—a r re 
is the very ing of adultery. This CRETE was an Old Test- 


ament "type" anes teac es that” O mix the carn hat which 





No, we're not even ee suggesting that preachers shawl 
preach less than what the Bible says on the subject of marriage and 
divorce. In fact, we would admonish them to get excited about it, 
tell it like it is, get red in the face, and even pound the pulpit if 
that be one's style, church. Te is not only a sin-aguinat upon 
sociey and open the church. Itis not only a sin again od and 
one anot! 2 Si iety as well. Robert Brinsmead 
said in | issue of | 

A marriage belongs to the whole écoomunilie. A man's 
covenant union with one woman is not just a contract with 
one, but it is a contract with the community. Faithfulness 
in his covenant with one is faithfulness in his covenant 
with all. (p. 30) 

In other words, when the children of God remain faithful to God's 
teachings the whole society of man is served, just as the faithful- 
ness 0 goes blessed Egypt, and just _as the faithfulness of the 














"pelieving™ wife consecratec her unbelieving ng husband. But in the 
process of preaching ALL the Bible, pz hers will stop short of 


counseling” lépally married couples to divorce! The Bible doesn't 
teach" At no time did ésus, Paul, or any other inspired writer 
ostle admonish a married couple to dissolve their marriage! 
Brethren, marr ee are 2_not eee in oe but down at the 
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Editorial:|| “Weightier Matters* 


In the past I have made the statement that I had never heard a 
preacher preach a sermon on the subjectof "'grace''as it was taught 
by Paul in the book of Romans, and elsewhere. But I can no longer 
make such a statement. Recently I actually heard a '’sound" gospel 
preacher preach the doctrine of grace from the pulpit in one of our 
local "mainline" churches, just like Paul preached it. 


However, this same preacher went on to reveal some startling 
facts resulting from a personal survey conducted among a group of 
preachers in our so-called ''Bible belt". He mailed out a question- 
naire in which one of the questions was this (paraphrasing): 'What 
is the meaning of ‘imputed righteousness‘ as it is used in the case 
of Abraham in Romans 4?" Here are the amazing results: 


Of the 72 preachers who responded, 45 gave the wrong answer, 
23 left the question blank, and 7 gave an acceptable answer. Seven 
out of 72! What do you make of that?! 


This means that 65 preachers out of 72 have no understanding of 
the very essence of the scheme of redemption, how sinners are 
justified. Why? How did we ever get so sidetracked? 


Let's face it, we have in times past majored in minors and left 
the 'weightier matters" of the gospel unattended. We have placed 
undue emphasis on the fundamentals, namely, our obscession with 
baptism, until we have lost our spiritual perspective. We have 
fondled our security -blanket of baptism for so long that we have 
confused the gospel's symbol with the real thing, the death, burial 
and resurrection of Christ. Our brotherhood periodicals continually 
bombard us with articles on the subject of baptism—some with bold 
front page headlines. 


Baptism is important, but it is not to be worshipped; it has its 
place in the scheme of things, but it is not the essence of the gospel. 
What is it? When someone said that "baptism is an outward ex- 
pression of an inward heart" he spoke the truth. True obedience 
takes place in the heart, first, and then as a :neans of visibly ex- 
pressing it, we symbolize our own death, burial, and resurrection 
by baptism in imitation of Christ. As to whether or not God forgives 
sins at the point of heart obedience or at the point of the literal act 
is, as far as I can see, completely immaterial. That's God's 
business. Keep in mind that God looks on the heart and either for- 
gives or condemns, depending upon what he sees, rather than to 
look on the outward act. Man judges by visible evidence and is often 
deceived. But God looks where deception cannot hide, the heart. 
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The outward act of obedience is merely the expression of what is 
atready present in the heart, whether of sin, obedience, or worship. 
Let's look at several examples. 


No, 1 - Note that Adam and Eve had already formed an evil dis- 
position in the heart and sinned before they ever put forth their 
hand to eat the forbidden fruit (Gen. 3). The act only manifested 
an already evil intent. 


No. 2 - Abraham obeyed the commandment of God to slay his son, 
Isaac, even though he never carried out the commandment in act 
(Gen. 22:1-13). He was justified because God accepted the obedience 
of his heart in place of the real thing. 





No. 3 - When David and his men trespassed into the tabernacle's 
Holy Place and ate the forbidden "shewbread" (1 Sam. 21:1-7), they 
broke the law. But they were without "guilt" because the law of 
hunger superseded the law of Moses in this particular instance 
(Mat. 12:3). 


No. 4 - Years later, Jesus and his disciples broke the law by 
plucking "ears of grain" and eating on the Sabbath day. They, too, 
were without guilt and on the same principle as with David and his 
men (Mat. 12:1-8). The inner Iaw of necessity overruled the outer 
law of Moses. They broke the law but were not guilty. 





No. 5 - Here is a reverse example. The rich young ruler kept 
all the commandment outwardly, but broke all of them inwardly, 
and came face to face with his guilt (Mat. 19:16-22). 


Summarizing these examples, we find that in No. 1 we have sin 
present in the heart before the outward act of disobedience. In 
No. 2 we have obedience in the heart in lieu of the physical act of 
obedience. In No. 3 and No. 4 we have outward transgression 
without inward guilt, and in No. 5 we have outward obedience but 
inward guilt. What does all this mean? It means that scripture 
has laid out for us a principle to learn. But what kind of contem- 
porary application can we make of this principle? 


As already stated, God looks on the heart and either forgives, 
justifies, or condemns based on what he sees. This principle will 
apply to the subject of baptism (and I suppose any other command) 
and may tell us something about when God forgives sin. 


When does God forgive? At the point of heart obedience? or at 
the point of the physical act? The examples above should have 
already answered this question, since the outward act of baptism 
is an expression of what's in the heart. There is nothing here that 
will likely cause us any problem, except possibly in those ''death- 
bed-repentence" cases, i.e., where the dying call upon the Lord at 
the last minute for salvation—but are never baptized. Let not our 
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brethren belittle death-bed-repentence. If the thief on the cross is 
no‘ a genuine case of it, then I don't know what is. And then there 
is the familiar case of the two men lost in the desert, one converts 
the other, but both die of thirst before they can find water for 
baptism, etc. Some will sav that these are hypothetical examples, 
so let's turn to a real one (this is told as truth, and from the pulpit). 


A sinner came forward at the invitation and expressed his wish to 
become a Christian. He made the ‘good confession", but before he 
could be baptized he died of a heart attack! Now for that all-im- 
portant question, will he be saved or will he spend eternity in hell? 


Now, if you're a legalist you will have to say that he will spend 
eternity in hell because he was never baptized. But if you under- 
stand God's teachings on ''grace", and in light of the examples listed 
above, you will have no fear for his salvation. He is surely saved. 
On what principle? Namely on the principle of grace; but if one 
insists upon obedience before salvation, then on the principle that 
he had obeyed God in his heart, just like Abraham. No man who 
fears God will dare say that His mercy will not extend to cover this 
penitent sinner, just as it extended to the thief on the cross. 


No, Iam not arguing that people can get by without obedience to 
commandments. I am simply pointing out a Bible principle that will 
answer a lot of questions that shouldn't have been asked in the first 
place. What the scriptures reveal about how to become a Christian 
is the "norm", i.e., how one is saved under normal circumstances. 
But let’s not make the mistake of saying that God never departs 
from the normal in any circumstance. This is legalism. The Bible 
won't support it. God is sovereign. Dispensing mercy is still His : 
prerogative (Rom. 9). He is not bound by man's thinking nor has 
he placed restrictions upon himself in the free gift of grace. Now, 
let's look at another example in which God demonstrates his soy- 
ereignty in the matter of salvation. 


The Thief xT# on the Cross 


One of the greatest examples of individual .salvation in all the 
Bible is found in the caseof the Thief on the Cross. The thief implied 
his faith in Christ when he said, "Jesus, remember me when you 
come in your kingly power," and Jesus said tohim, “Truly, I say 
to you, today you will be with me in Paradise" (Luke 23:42, 43). 


Incidents such as this are not recorded without great purpose. 
What does it mean? What does it teach? How unfortunate that we 
have centered our attention mainly upon the negative aspect of this 
case rather than upon the positive. The reason, of course, is be- 
cause of the abuse of this passage of scripture by those who choose 
4 (44) (turn to page 19) 





APOSTASY: 
Cause and Effect 


Olan Hicks 


Harriman, Tn 


A fundamental character trait of most of us involved in the 
restoration movement is that we fear apostasy. We look back on 
the Roman apostasy as an object lesson and we solemnly vow that 
it must not happen again. This is a righteous committment, but I 
wonder if we fully understand it. For the most part we get the 
facts pretty straight as to the effects produced by the apostasy. We 
are able to compare the resulting religious institutions with the 
Bible pattern and see glaring differences. But when it comes to 
recognizing the CAUSES of that falling away, we are not nearly so 
efficient. Being able to block the door against a recurrence re- 
quires that we reason from cause to effect in the matter. Reasoning 
upon EFFECTS alone will not be sufficient. 


We have always understood that the departure first began in the 
eldership, and this was predicted in Acts 20:30. This tells us 
WHERE it started but it does not tell us HOW or WHY it started. 
We also understand that authoritative organizations beyond the local 
congregation were brought into existence and thus the structure of 
the church was altered. This tells us a RESULT that was produced 
by the falling away, but it still does not tell us the CAUSE, the basic 
factor that started those wheels turning. 


Some may be surprised to realize that the root cause of the 
Roman apostasy was not the existence of heresies, although her- 
esies did exist, as they always will. But the unscriptural organiza- 
tions, the human legislative bodies, and the creeds were produced 
because of the choice of METHODS employed by early church 
leaders to OPPOSE heresies. You see, the early church was also 
worried about apostasy, very much so. And in their determination 
to extinguish every spark of error before it could break into open 
flame, they began to turn to stronger and stronger methods. Their 
intention was to clearly identify every detail of orthodoxy, make it 
final and absolute, and totally silence all dissention. In other words, 
rid the church of heresies. They made the mistake of looking upon 
the heresies themselves as the great threat of apostasy. They were 
not satisfied with merely applying the light of scripture to every 
subject and holding fast to that which could be proven (1 Thess. 5:2). 
Forgetting the fact that the scriptures give us everything we need 
to fulfill our mission, they went further and took steps to compel 
everyone to "line up."' The heresies were not sufficient to lead the 
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the church into wholesale apostasy, but the erection of human 
power was. History shows us that the great threat of apostasy 
becomes real when men begin to employ methods of "defending the 
faith’ which go farther than the God ordained method of teaching 
Bible facts. Historian Howard Vos notes this tactical change in the 
early church, saying that the approach and purpose of the "apolo= 
gists'' was different from that of the apostolic fathers. "The 
Apologists sought to win legal recognition for Christianity and to 
defend it against certain charges leveled against it by the pagan 
populace" (Highlights of church history, p. 11). Then on page 15 he 
notes the reaction to error within the church and what this reaction 
produced: ''As the Christian movement grew older, errors arose 
within its ranks, errors which called forth defenders of the faith 
and which by reaction led to the development of Christian doctrine 
and the formulation of a new testament canon... The work of the 
Polemicists gave rise also to the concept of an orthodox catholic 
church opposed to heresy." 


The problem revolves around the fact that although the church 
nas a perfect Lord and a perfect plan, it has human members. None 
are perfect and none are qualified as infallible judges of spiritual 
matters. In his word God has placed an element of tolerance and 
and element of intolerance. He alone knows the exact extent he will 
go in either direction. He has reserved for himself alone the 
authority to give the final word on it. The entire fourteenth chapter 
of Romans describes and emphasizes this arrangement. God has 
made no provisions for policemen, prosecuting attorneys, or judges 
in the church. The judicial system is entirely God's business. Ours 
is a studying, believing, and teaching part. Preachers are the 
primary teaching force and elders are responsible for supervising 
the entire teaching program. Each local congregation is self- 
governing and the Bible is the only standard for measuring truth. 
Each of us, including preachers and elders, will one day answer to 
God for the quality of our workmanship. 


Does this mean that God is not concerned about heresies? It does 
not. He is very concerned about heresies and his word teaches us 
to be concerned also. It is not a question of concern, itis a ques- 
tion of HOW to react. As long as the Bible is retained as the only 
authority, it seems that heresies do not constitute the great threat 
to the church that the placement of judgment into the hands of men 
does. Inthe parable of the tares, when the servant asked about 
going into the field and rooting out the tares, the answer of the 
master was, "Nay, lest while ye gather up the tares, ye root up 
also the wheat" (Mat. 13:29). In this story we learn that heresies 
are put forth by the devil and are bad, but when men take it upon 
themselves to gather out the heresies by strong-arm methods, they 
are apt to wind up destroying the whole crop. The lesson seems to 
be that it is better to be content to fight against heresies with just a 
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teaching of the scriptures and leave the judging to God, than to 
adopt more extreme measures and in the process, fall into com- 
plete apostasy. Brethren who are now urging the church to "be 
more militant" and to “get after the heretics among us,'' need to 
stop and consider the lessons of history concerning militance of 
brethren against each other. 


Heresies have always existed and always will and we must al- 
ways try to bring to bear the light of scriptural truth on every 
subject. But we must also accept the fact that we are not infallible 
in Our judgment and it is not impossible that instances may arise 
when WE turn out to be the ones who are mistaken. Human 
ecclesiastical power structures do not make allowances for this. 
God's plan does. While a heresy may lead some individuals into 
apostasy, human power structures tend to lead the bulk of the 
church away from the New Testament pattern. 


How far have we already gone toward Romanism in our zeal to 
stamp out heresies and purge the church? When a handful of 
brethren compile a "list of faithful’ and a "list of heretics," and 
demand that colleges and congregations be guided by these lists in 
their selection of speakers for their programs, and ask brother- 
hood editors to be guided by these lists in their choice of material 
to print, it amounts to an attempt to repeat the early steps of the 
first apostasy. Some well-known preachers have already gone this 
far. When brethren pool their resources and influences to bring 
pressure to bear, of a physical nature, upon dissenters, beyond 
teaching Bible facts, to coerce them into “lining up," they are 
marching to a Roman cadence rather than to the directives of our 
Captain. This is occuring all too frequently today. When elders 
contact a preacher in a distant city for answers to Bible questions, 
and then regard those answers as final authority instead of the 
scriptures, and bind them upon the members, they are doing exactly 
what the early apostates did in their country. This practice is 
current Jn many congregations. 


The fact is the church can survive the annoyance of a few her- 
esies, but usurpation of judgmental authority and despotism among 
its leaders is a fatal malady. The main thrust of the restoration 
pioneers was to recover the right of every disciple to follow the 
scriptural argumentation, not with other, more physical methods. 
This is the only way to avoid another apostasy. The Bible must 
continue to have free course among us. LJ 


P.O. Box 371, Harriman, Tennessee 37748 


Olan Hicks is the author of an outstanding book titled, "What The 
Bible Says About Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage.*' Every preacher, 
elder, and Bible teacher should read this book which re-examines our 
traditional proof-text scriptures on the subject of marriage and di- 
vorce. You may order it from the above address for $2.50. rlk 
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GOOD-NEWS IN GALATIANS 


The Covenant of Blessing 
GALATIANS 3:6-29 


Michael Hall 


Caruthersville, Mo 


Are you reading this journal because you want a blessing? Can 
the presentation of the ''good-news" in the ENSIGN inundate your 
inner being with happiness? Well, IF the message is GOOD-news, 
then it will be joyful and exuberant. If it is GOOD-news, then it will 
turn you on and put a song in your heart. 


The word “bless", after all, means literally ''to make happy." 
And the good-news I'd like to communicate in this article is that 
God's got a covenant (an arrangement) which is so designed as to 
deeply and richly "bless" you. He wants you joyful! He wants you 
to enjoy life. 


What's the secret? How can we become outrageously celebrative 
in life? By trusting in God. That makes us concomitantly the real 
"children of Abraham." "And Scripture foreseeing that God would 
justify the Gentiles through faith, declared the Good- News to 
Abraham beforehand; "In you all nations shall find blessing.’ Thus 
it is the men of faith who share the blessing with faithful Abraham" 
(Gal. 3:7-9, NEB). 


The Good-News then is that blessedness is through faith. Just 
like Abraham depended on God and eventually got a boy who he 
named LAUGHTER (Hebrew meaning of ‘'Isaac''), so we can also 
have laughter begotten in our lives! God intends to delight us. Now 
that's good-news. In fact, He has plans to delight everybody ("all 
nations''}! 





But is everybody happy? Of course not. So how come everybody 
hasn't entered into the celebrative life? Why does life seem cursed, 
miserable and guilt-ridden. 


The answer is that everybody isn't living by faith in God's gift of 
good-news. They, instead, are living under law. But there's a 
cursedness about law. "On the other hand, those who rely on 
obedience to the law are under a curse, for Scripture says, ‘A 
curse is on all who do not persevere in doing EVERYTHING that is 
written in the Book of the law'"' (Gal. 3:10, NEB). 


Here's a way to pinpoint the degree of law in your life. Measure 
the degree of "blessedness" fhappiness) and cursedness which you 
experience in your existence and you'll obtain a reading that's 
probably not too far from discovering how much legalism is still 
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plaguing your Christian life. Legalists tend, do they not, to be 
negatively oriented, gripping, critical and personally irritable and 
unhappy. Whereas those who are trusting in God's gift tend to 
experience the serendipitous thrill of exuberant living. They are 
"blessed." 


The bad news from which we have been delivered, is the law- 
system (Gal. 3:10-14), That's because law isn't "of faith" and yet 
God has ail along predicted "LIFE" and celebration upon living by 
faith. Consequently, the Jesus enterprise was a deliverance from 
the "curse of the law''—"'and the purpose of it ali was that the bless- 
ing of Abraham should in Jesus Christ be extended to the Gentiles, 
so that i might receive the promised Spirit through faith (Gal. 3: 
14, NEB 


This is the Good-News covenant, which was confirmed in Abraham 
by a Promise that God swore to (Gal. 3:15-18). The inheritance of 
the celebrative life was therefore based on Promise, not law, so 
law couldn't change or annul the Good-News Promise. 


Why then did God go to all the trouble and hassle of giving the 
law of Moses? What was that all about? "It was added to make 
wrong-doing a legal offense. It was a temporary measure pending 
the arrival of the ‘issue' to whom the promise was made" (Gal. 3: 
19, NEB). 


Real "life", vital and jubilant life, never could come through law. 
The best of laws couldn't provide it. ‘If a law had been given which 
had the power to bestow life, then indeed righteousness would have 
come from keeping the law" (Gal. 3:21, NEB). The law—system 
was preparatory "so that faith in Jesus Christ may be the ground 
on which the promised blessing (happiness) is given" (Gal. 3:22, 
NEB). ''Thus the law was a leind of tutor in charge of us until Christ 
should come." That's why it's stupid to turn back to the law as the 
ground of our rightness with God (Gal. 3:1). 


Do you want this good-news of celebration? Are you interested 
in inheriting the promise of Abraham, i.e. that God would delight 
you? Initiation into covenant relationship with Him occurs via faith. 
We have to trust Him, depend on Him, give ourselves into His 
disposal. ''For through faith you are sons of God in union with 
Christ Jesus. Baptized into union with him, you have all put on 
Christ as a garment" (Gal. 3:26-27, NEB). Then we become heirs! 


This brief analysis of Galatians Three exposits why legalism is 
so lethal. It's fatality rests in the fact that it perverts the Good- 
News (gospel) into bad news. It postulates perfectionism and causes 
people to become depressed and gloomy. That's why I say that you 
can almost tell the level of legalism in a church by the level of 
their joy. Use that parameter: to what degree is your church 
still "living under law"? The cure? Preaching the Good-News. @ 

P.O. Box 4, Caruthersville, Missouri 63830 
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Editor's Note: The following is a reprint of Chapter 5 of 
"The Twisted Scriptures”, by W. Carl Ketcherside. Used 
by permission. Due to its length it will be necessary to. 
print it in three parts (instead of two as previously stated). 


Conformity or Diversity 


W. Carl Ketcherside 


139 Signal Hill Drive 


PART TWO St. Louds, Missourf 63121 


In the last issue we terminated the discussion after the introduction of 
Romans 14. Bro. Ketcherside begins Part Two at this point. rlk 


ONE VOICE 
We want to refer to one matter in connection with this which is so 
apparent that only those who are blinded by prejudice can fail to see it. Let 
us remember that when Paul wrote to the Romans the questions relating to 
eating of meats and observance of days were of tremendous importance and 





significant. They seem inconsequential to us now_because they are not our 
problems. They have been displaced by other issues which will some day 
seem as trivial to othérs as questions about eating c ats Sé€ to us 

But bréthren were destroying each other over iene matters when Paul 


wrote. The church was being shattered. These matters were made tests 
of fellowship and communion. If one had told the first century saints that 
the time would ever come when these would no longer trouble the body they 
would not have believed it. It will help us to remember the conclusions of 
the apostle. 


The entire chapter (Romans 14) is given over to showing pe! men should 
respect and treat each other as >rethren n spite of diff€fing pérsonal 
convictions pon these issues. The word "brother" occurs over and over 
and the expressing "your brother" is of special importance. The theme is 
that brotherhood is a relationship created when God receives us (verse 3) 
and we need not agree with each other upon everything either to become 
brothers or to continue as such. 


After showing that we may maintain our divergent views and emphases, 
and be answerable only to Gad for them, the apostle concludes, "May the 
God of steadfastness and encouragement grant you to live in such harmon 
with one another, in accord with Christ Jesus, that together you may with 
one voice glorify the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” (15:5, 6). 


Harmony with one another, and accord with Christ Jesus, are not con- 
tingent upon seeing everythin 1g alike. We do not have to settle all of our 
differences to be in harmony with one another. Harmony does not consist 
of seeing everything alike on the understandin are but of welcoming one 
another on the faith level. This is a higher level upon which peace that 
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passes understanding is created by the death of Jesus. He did sat udie to 
create a union of philosophers but a family of brothers. To predicate unity 
upon understanding is to sublimate faith to M0fman knowledge, that is, to 
destroy the greater with the lesser. This makes the cross of Christ of 
none effect. Thagg. in Christ do not have to settle all of their differences. 
All they need to do is fo settle their ditferences In Christ, that 1s, to make 
the relationship He created by His blood greater than anything about which 
they differ. . = 


Notice again the expression "one voice." It would be foolish for the 
apostle to devote a whole chapter to proving that men did not have to hold 
the same views or express the same ideas about a great many troublesome 
things, and then end up by saying they must al] speak the same thing about 
every point of controversy in order to please God. We conclude a com- 
munity of saints can with "one voice glorify God" even while holding various 
opinions. The King James Version reads, "That ye may with one mind 
and one mouth glorify God.'’ To be of the same mind and to speak the same 
thing—as Paul uses the terms—cannot possibly mean_{) think alike or talk 
asn€ avOU every issue arising 1 wouvle the saints, else the apostie made 
a“serious mistake in writing the chapter of which this statement_is the 
actual conclusion. as 














The harmony of mind is on the faith level, and so is the harmony of 
speech or testimony. It is "the faith of the gospel’ which produces our 
oneness of thought and speech, not faith in our understanding or interpre- 
tation of doctrine or dogma. Men may strive together in the clouds who 
would strive against each other in the valleys. The battle of faith must be 
fought on higher ground than that of opinion, speculation, or mere human 
acquisition of knowledge. The tragedy of our age is that we have been so 
busy hacking each other to pieces on the lower slopes that we can never 
gather enough united strength to storm the ramparts. "Only let your 
manner of life be worthy of the gospel of Christ, so that whether I come 
and see you or am absent, I may hear that you stand firm in one spirit, 
with one mind striving side by side for the faith of the gospel.'’ I have 
resolved to fight by the side of any child of God who battles for that faith. 
I shall not stop to kill my brother before I attack the enemy. 


BASIS OF CONFORMITY J. Cor 7-70 


Since every faction in the Christian spectrum exists on the basis of a 
special emphasis, either upon a particular scripture or a specific idea, 
what is the basis for the cult of conformity and order of orthodoxy in the 
“Church of Christ" to which I have alluded? I think it can be said without 
fear of denial that the basis of operation centers around 1 Corinthians 1:10. 
It is a twisting. warpnine and wrestine of this scrivture which leads them 
astray. It is astonishing that a passage written to offset and overcome 
division shoul ven an interpretation which can only produce and 
promote divis: which will onen and ageravate numerous festering 
wounds without ever closing a single one. a 









Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that 
ye all speak the same thing, and that there be no division among you; but 
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that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same 
yudgment. 


What does this mean? To what did the Holy Spirit refer by the expression 
"all_speak the same thing?" What is it to be perfectly joined together? 
What is it to be "in the same mind and in the same judgment?” The quest 
for truth demands objecfive research mto this language. We dare not evade 
it regardless of where it leads us. We must not color or shade it to justify 
Sermo ulines ih Sk portiolio. We can Begin, then, by observing that 
when Paul admonished the Corinthians to "speak the same thing" he was 
not plotting sermon outlines or planning Sunday school lessons. 







The expression occurs withi ing and must be understood in the 
licht of its context if prover inter y of Chloe had con~ 
tacted the apostle and informed him that the church of God at Corinth was 
divided into four segments-a_Payljne party, a Cephasite clan, an_Appolo— 
site auxiliary and a Christite cult. Each person was affirming aloud his 
affiliation to one or the other of these factions. The apostle wrote, "Every 
one of you says,'' and proceeded to show that they were saying they were 
not of the same party, or foy the same leader. Hix eghoriation SF Speok the 
same thing simply meant to desist from these factional identificatiyns. It 
was given to cure a condition and must be understood in the sense of its ap- 
plication to that condition. The statement has not the slightest reference to 
conformity of opinion or interpretation. One did not have to speak the same 
thing about eating of meats, or keeping of days, for instance. There was 
room for differences in such spheres. 














The fact is that Paul was not using an ecclesiastical expression when he 
urges the brethren "'to speak the same thing."’ William Barclay writes, 
‘The phrase he uses is the regular phrase which is used of two hostile 
states or parties reaching agreement."' He translates it, 'You should make 
up your differences."’ James Moffatt, aware of the historical account of a 
philosopher who ran into the marketplace to stand between two warring 
factions of Greeks, and who uttered these very same words, trapsiates, ‘a 
beg.of you all to drop these party cries." 


Richard Francis Weymouth has it, ''Now I entreat ou, brethren in the 
‘Th 


name of our Lord Jesus Christ- to cultivate a snirit 9§ harmony. e New 
English Vé¥rsion renders it "agree among yourselves.’ Hugh J. Schonfield 


in The Authentic New Testament, puts it, '‘all hold together."’ The apostle 
is.not regulating expressions or voicing of ideas among those who are 
walking together in love. His design is to heal a breach or bridge an exist- 
ing gap. ‘To speak the same thing” stands opposed to controversy or 
contention. "It Is reported that fhere are contentions among you. . .I be- 
seech you to speak the same thing.” 








Those who quote the passage to apply to enforced conformity and stereo- 
typed expression are always inconsistent. They must leave broad areas 
where their partisans can say different things and remain in the factional 
fold. It is only upon the humanly formulated test of loyalty, the party 
shibboleth, that all must pass muster and walk the verbal chalk line. In 
the particular movement in which I was reared there are some twenty -five 
separate and distinct factions. Every one of these parties allows the 
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greatest latitude in opinion (and often in moral and ethical behavior) except 
in the test of partisan identity. {t is only demanded that, if one is to be 
regarded as "'sound in the faith'' he must speak the same thing on the issue 
around which the party rallies as its standard, ''The faith" is the orthodox 
position, the totem pole of the party. 


In bglag a one of these parties the acharents ¢ differ on a great many things. 
€ stiz 














arms Ar, OF u the qualificati ions of e felders. ‘AI! of these are consid- 
ered as groundd pen discussion while the party position is regarded as a 
basis for division. Who makes the decisions as te which kee are vital 
and which are not? Who draws up the lisi 3th; mune and 






é yare to be enclosed by the fence nate of which the children 
may argue and fight while composing "the brotherhood?" Who is the su- 
preme court to determine upon what bases we may "set at nought abrother" 
in absolute contradiction to the word of God which forbids it? 


Perhaps the most glaring demonstration of inconsistency is found among 
those who compose the faculty of Liberal Arts Colleges, regarded as 
church-relatéd schools and maintained by contributions of members of the 


Churches of Christ. Itjs generally Known woop every campus that certain 
teachers do not share the views of others. Conflicting and contradictory 
expInNatione “Imay be given of certnin’ passages from one classroom to 
another. Yet, as abody, these have reached an official interpretation of 
Revelation 20, and one who holds the pre-millennial view is excluded and 
often not regarded as in “the Lord's church." It has been decided that the 
authorized and infallible interpretation of Revelation 20 shall be deemed, 
and is hereby decreed to be, opposed to the premillennial coming of the 
Lord, and this dogma shall be a test of fellowship, and of union and com- 
munion among the saints. Greater legalism hath no man than this! 


The flagrant inconsistency of these college professors is seen in the fact 






interpret tions. The books written by these worthies er generation 
are required reading, yet if the men who wrote the volumes were alive 
today they would not even be allowed to lecture to a class composed of 
those who must pass an examination upon what they wrote. Since their day 
certain views have become part of the dogma. Fortunately, hundreds of 







alert youn men and women in college are seeing through the incompatible 
an 1a t. A revolution has 
has begun to restore Jesus is posi : ri | practice as well as 


Thinistng men and women can never be satisfied that all must understand 
Revelation 20 alike, while they may differ upon every other chapter in the 
Bible. Who determines the must and the mays? It is only those who twist 
such esmressions as "all sneak the same thing" into tools of conformity 
who must muzzle men's minds in one area of revelation while allowing 
them to run at will in other sectors. Of course, this ali stems from a 
legalistic attitude which results from fear, not from faith. Men know they 
will not see every point of interpretation alike. They never have. The 
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libraries of tho:sands of volumes on religious themes prove it. If 
it were not so, no theological school would require more than one 
set of commentaries. It is interesting to see the variety of com- 
mentaries offered for sale by bookstores operated in conjunction 
with journals whose editors unrealistically disclaim that we must 
all speak the same thing. There seems to be a lot of money made 
from the fact that we do not! - (continued in next issue) = 


P7z 











New Series Coming 


Editor 


In the next issue bro. Olan Hicks, who ministers for the church 
in Harriman, Tenn., will begin a series of articles on the subject 
of Divorce and Remarriage. We urge all of our readers to study 
these articles carefully due to the seriousness of the subject. 
Divorce has increased in our nation to such an alarming degree that 
it is now a national scandal. And because it affects society, it 
naturally follows that it will in turn affect the church, because 
society is that ''mountain" from which the "stone was cut out without 
human hands...and filled the whole earth’, the kingdom of heaven 
(Dan. 2:34,35). Therefore, the church must learn how to deal with 
the problem because many of those products of society come to us 
today with past marital problems. They come seeking salvation, 
hope and comfort, and for the church to continue to exist as a sav- 
ing institution it must learn how to offer these spiritual gifts. How 
utterly tragic and sinful that many such people have been turned 
away by legalizing brethren who stand in the door of the kingdom to 
prevent "certain kinds" of sinners from entering, all because of 
misconceptions concerning divorce and remarriage. Bro. Hicks 
will present many Bible truths on this subject which brethren in 
times past have not dwelled upon, and seemingly unaware of, be- 
cause of our traditional interpretation of proof passages, namely, 
Matthew 19:9. You will be surprised to learn just what this passage 
says and does not say on the divorce and remarriage question. Bro. 
Hicks is to be commended for his concern and dedication, and his 
determination to preach the truth on this subject, even though he 
knows that to do so will bring criticism from an intolerant brother- 
hood. However, he is not alone in his stand for truth on the mar- 
riage question, and we are confident that in time the subject will 
settle in its proper place to harmonize with the total gospel. ia 
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"DO YOUR BEST TO PRESERVE THE UNITY WHICH 
THE SPIRIT GIVES BY MEANS OF THE PEACE 
THAT BINDS YOU TOGETHER" (Eph. 4:3, GNB). 


The Good News of One Body 


R. D. ICE 
Ithaca, NY 


Using our imagination, we hear Paul saying something like this: 
"As Christians you all have unity in the one Spirit. By means of the 
peace which grows out of love and that binds you together, do your 
best to preserve this unity!!!" 


Every complete congregation contains mature Christians, "babes 
in Christ, ' weak Christians, even some troublemakers, etc. Paul 
uses the diversity in unity of our human bodies of flesh and blood to 
teach us this important lesson: Christ the head needs every member 
of His church. We know that diversification of function makes it 
possible for our bodies to live. In the same way, the unity of the 
church is a oneness of a living organism in which each individual 
has his or her own unique function. No one, then, has any right to 
be jealous of what anyone else can do; and without this one individual 
the body would not be complete. 


In our human bodies, the brain, lungs, and intestines are easily 
injured. Yet we could more easily get along without an arm, leg, 
or eye, than one of these. We beautify certain parts of our bodies, 
and hide others away under clothing. Yet each serves the good of 
the whole. The point is that the strong members of the church 
oight to work for the good of the weak, and the weak should work 
for the good of the strong. When you help the other person, you are 
really helping yourself—since you are part of the BODY. Chryso- 
strom writes: ‘When the head is crowned, the whole man feels 
glorified; when the mouth speaks, the eyes laugh and are filled with 
gladness." 


In the Lord's CHURCH there are people with many different 
"gifts" and "needs.'' Each has his or her unique place. Each is 
important. But the most important "gift'’ as Paul explains it, is 
LOVE (agape)—the "mortar" which transforms us from a "pile of 
jagged rocks" into the temple of God! [a 


1206 N. Cayuga St., Ithaca, NY 14850 
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I! John 9-11 
Koger Rossiter 


150 S. Blackburn Rd. 
Athens, OH 45701 


"That man believes aperson that's been remarried unscripturally, 
doesn't have to break his marriage up to become a Christian. Re- 
member [IJ John 9-11." 


"That man believes a woman can lead prayer during a devotional 
in the presence of men. Apply H John 9-11 to the false teacher." 


"Here's acouple that won't renounce the sinof using instrumental 
music in worship. Let 'em have it with Il John 9-11." 


"He believes you Can use any version in your teaching and preach- 
ing. Anyone who believes that, doesn't believe in the Virgin Birth. 
ff John 9-11." 


I'm a little tired of such misapplication and twisting of scripture. 
It's oppressive! Arrogant! Judgmental! And sinful! What is 
John 9-11 really saying ? 


‘Whosoever goeth onward and abideth not in the teachingof Christ 
hath not God: he that abideth in the teaching, the same hath both the 
Father and the Son. If any one cometh unto you, and bringeth not 
this teaching, receive him not into your house, and give him no 
sreeting: for he that giveth him greeting partaketh in his evilworks.' 


This passage doesn't mention, nor does it include such matters 
as marriage/divorce/remarriage, women leading prayers before 
men, instrumental music in worship, use of versions or a thousand 
other issues. It speaks of one thing. Notice the singular, ‘and 
bringeth not this teaching". John tells us exactly what he's talking 
about invs. 7, "many deceivers have gone into the world. Any such 
person is the deceiver and the antichrist" (NIV). 


John described the false teachers as “evil workers" involved in 
"evil works". That's why the children of God are being warned in 
the first place. John is telling the Christians not to encourage those 
who don't believe in Jesus Christ and who actively are trying to 
destroy faith in him. It's pitiful to make John pit Christians "who're 
right about everything" against Christians who're wrong about 
some things! Yes, we can be mistaken about a lot of things and 
still be ‘‘faithful'’ Christians! But we can't be wrong about who 
Jesus is, and the fact that he came in the flesh to redeem us! 


The Greek term for "evil" is "ponerois". It means "that which 
is of the Evil One; that is contrary to the word of God; that is 
against what John is proclaiming." 
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What is John proclaiming? "Christ was alive when the world 
began, yet I myseif have seen him with my own eyes and listened to 
him speak. I have touched him with my own hands. He is God's 
message of life. This one who is Life from God has been shown to 
us and we guarantee that we have seen him;I am speaking of Christ, 
who is eternal life. He was with the Father and then was shown to 
us. AgainI say, we are telling you about what we ourselves have 
actually seen and heard, so that you may share the fellowship and 
the joys we have with the Father and with Jesus Christ his Son" (1 
John 1:1-3, The Living Bible), This is the essence of all John's 
writings. He and the other apostles had been with Jesus, and they 
were witnesses to him. He wanted to produce faith in his hearers 
by heralding Jesus Christ. ''Now Jesus did many other signs in the 
presence of the disciples, which are not written in this book; but 
these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the 
Son of God, and that believing you may have life in his name" (John 
20:30-31, RSV). 


The Gnostics were denying the Good News that Jesus Christ is 
the Son of God, and that he had come in the flesh to redeem sinful 
man. This is the "teaching of the antichrist" John was condemning, 
and warning Christians not to fellowship. 


A similar warning was given by Paul in Wf Corinthians 6:14:18. 
“Don't be teamed with those who do not love the Lord, for what do 
the people of God have in common with the people of sin? How can 
light live with darkness? And what harmony can there be between 
Christ and the devil? How can a Christian be a partner with one 
who dozsn't believe? And what union can there be between God's 
temple and idols? For you are God's temple, the home of the living 
God, and God has said of you, ‘I will live in them and walk among 
them, and I will be their God and they shall be my people.' That is 
why the Lord has said, ‘Leave them; separate yourselves from 
them; don't touch their filthy things, and I will welcome you, and be 
a Father to you, and you will be my sons and daughters’ (TLB). 
Does anyone suppose Paul is warning some believers to disfellow- 
ship other believers who may be mistaken about a few matters? In 
fact, he was writing to a church that was filled with some very 
serious problems. But he didn't tell them to consider each other 
outside the “teaching of Christ" just because they didn't agree on 
certain matters. Neither did John. 


Another similar warning is in Jude 3-4. This scripture too has 
been grossly wrested. It's been used to "contend" for just about 
every whim some brother has believed to be a "matter of faith"’. 
Jude tells exactly what he's tallaing about in the passage. Read it. 


"Beloved, being very eager to write to you of our common Salva- 
tion, I found it necessary to write appealing to you to contend for 
the faith which was once for all delivered to the saints. For admis- 
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sion has been secretly gained by some who long ago were designed 
for this condemnation, ungodly persons who pervert the grace of 
our God into licentiousness and deny our only Master and Lord, 
Jesus Christ'’ (RSV). 


Jude's intention had been to write another account of the life of 
Christ. Instead, he found it urgent that he withstand those "ungodly 
persons who would pervert the grace of God into licentiousness”". 
Again it was the Gnostic thinking that threatened the Christian faith. 
It was a group of people who thought immorality was O.., because 
the flesh had nothing to do with the spirit of man. It was the same 
false teaching John was contending with, that actually denied “our 
only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ.'' This was the "faith, which 
was once for all delivered to the saints"; and Jude said "contend 
for it." 


REVIEW OF 1 JOHN 


John gives us the most wonderful and joyous hope inJesus Christ. 
He assures us that redemption, security, rest and happiness is in 
the Son of God. To have the Good News is to have life, light, hope, 
love andcomfort. Does he turn right around and say, "We can lose 
it all because we don't understand everything the Bible touches on?" 
I don't believe so. 


Here's what he says: "But if we waJk in the light, as he isinthe 
light, we have fellowship with one another, and the blood of Jesus, 
his Son, purifies us from every sin" (1:7, NIV). This is a positive, 
strong and continuous thing. 


"Who is it that overcomes the world? Only he who believes that 
Jesus is the Son of God (5:5). Believing, loving, living, staying 
with and walking in Christ is the way to hold onto eternal life. 


In contrast and in light of the Gnostic teaching he gives several 
warnings. ‘Dear children, this is the last hour; and as you have 
heard that the antichrist is coming, even now many antichrists have 
come. This is how we know it is the last hour" (2:18). The Gnostics 
were on the scene even then. 


Then John lays this heavy conclusion on us. “He who believes in 
the Son of God has the testimony in himseJf. He who does not be- 
Jieve God has made him a liar, because he has not believed in the 
testimony that God has borne to his Son. And this is the testimony, 
that God gave us eternal life, and this life is in his Son. He who 
has the Son has life; he who has not the Son of God has not life"' (5: 
10-12, RSV). Notice the similarity of language with I John 9-11). 


Have you believed the Good News that Jesus came in the flesh to 
redeem you? Enough to make the response he tells you to make? 
Have your sins been washed away in the blood of Christ? Do you 
suppose your being mistaken about the "issues" will cancel the 
pewer of that Good News? II John 9-11 is spealaing of this great 
central truth and of nothing else! 
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EDITORIAL - from page 4 


this example to prove that one may be saved without baptism, point- 
ing to the "thief on the cross" as one unbaptized, yet saved. Our 
orthodox comeback to this argument is that "the thief lived under 
the law of Moses and not under the law of Christ". This point of 
argument leads us into a much graver error. When we say that the 
thief lived under the law of Moses and therefore not subject to the 
provisions of the New Testament concerning baptism, we make two 
fundamental mistakes. 


First, to say that the thief did not live under NT law implies that 
salvation is by "law", which is not the case. He couldn't have 
been saved by OT law! At no time was Paul more emphatic than 
when he said, "Now it is evident that no man is justified by the law; 
for 'He who through faith is righteous shall live’" (Gal. 3:11). This 
means that the thief nor anyone else could have been saved by the 
law of Moses. It was never the purpose of law to save, not then, 
now, or ever! This line of argumentation is totally without merit. 


Secondly, it reverses the roles we normally assign to "old law" 
and "new law"; that is, we assign justice to the law of Moses and 
mercy to the law of Christ, which is correct (John 1:17); but here it 
is reversed! We say that because the thief lived under the old 
dispensation Jesus could have dispensed mercy upon whomsoever 
he chose, but since His death this kind of grace can not be dispensed 
under the new "law". It says also that deviation from the law of 
Moses was permissible—in that the thief could be saved without 
obedience to the law of Moses—but_pot so under the law of Christ! 
Doesn't it seem odd that if the thief had been crucified a few days 
later it would have nullified his chances of being saved?—since he 
would then be living under the new dispensation. This argument 
assigns grace to the law of Moses and justice to the law of Christ 
when it should be the other way around! 





What difference does it make whether the thief lived under the old 
law or new law? Are there two methods of salvation? Does God 
save the Jews by works and Christians by faith? The truthis, God 
has never had more than one way of salvation. Everyone who has 
ever been, or ever will be, saved, will be saved by the grace of 
God through faith, whether Adam, Moses, or Christians. Under no 
dispensation has man ever been able to merit his salvation by his 
own works. Salvation is by grace regardless of the dispensation. 


Certainly the Jew had to obey the law of Moses. Even so, his 
salvation did not come through obedience because his obedience was 
imperfect. For this reason the Jew forfeited the "life" that was 
promised in the law (Rom. 7:10), and for this reason also He must 


rely solely upon the grace of God for his salvation. And certainly 
ack cover 
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too, Christians must obey the commandments of God, but like the 
Jew their obedience will be imperfect; and like the Jew, Christians 
must rely solely upon the grace of God. 

Therefore, we have made no valid argument against the abuse of 
the case of the Thief on the Cross. We have only confused the issue 
and in the process committed a much more serious error than those 
who abuse the example. But after all is said and done, we still 
don't know much about what the example teaches. Looking to the 
positive side, then, what is the lesson that God wants us to learn? 


The great lesson of the Thief on the Cross is that he is the very 
embodiment and personification of mankind. This is how we stand 
before God, how God sees us. WE are that thief on the cross! We 
have robbed God of the praise for which we were created. We have 
short-changed Him in every aspect of earthly life, and like those 
helpless criminals hanging on a cross, we too are under the sen- 
tence of death for the crime of robbing God of the honor and glory 
that is dzve Him. And just like the believing thief we have nothing 
to offer except our faith—and even this provided by God through the 
gospel's power. Even though we may be running around free upon 
this earth, we are still like the thief who was totally unable to affect 
a change in his condition. He was completely in the hands of God. 


What then is baptism except a way of saying,""Lord, remember me 
when you come in your kingdom''? The only difference between us 
and the believing thief is that we have the chance to manifest our 
faith in an obedient act of baptism, whereas the thief had only a 
believing heart. Still, he was ''obedient to the faith’’ (Romans 1:5) in 
that he accepted the offer of faith. Eternal life is what faith offers. 
and acceptance is what faith demands. Therefore, when one accepts 
the offer of eternal life, he is obedient to faith. Let's not lose the 
message in this powerful display of divine mercy; and let's not be- 
grudge the thief of salvation just because he had no opportunity to 
manifest his heart obedience in an outward act. After all, God 
saves everyone exactly alike, by grace through faith (Eph. 2:8, 9). 
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]Editorial:]] mover SPEECH BIBLES 
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Still one of the mystifying features of our enlightened generation 
is the fuss created by certain brethren over the useof new/modern 
bible versions. Preacher logic —normally following a relatively 
straight line in most cases~seems to richochet like a bullet striking 
a flat rock at the mention of ''modern" translations; and the whine 
sent forth is not unlike the richochet. It is understandable how men 
might prefer certain translations, and even recommend them, but 
what is totally incomprehensible, and totally out of line with all 
known paths of logic, is their condemnation of any and ALL bible 
versions not of their preference. One would think that those who 
spend a great deal of time handling the written form of God's re- 
velation would understand something about language change and the 
need for periodic revision. Frankly, I believe they do. So when I 
read or hear of preachers going off on a tangent and condemning 
other versions I am inclined to believe that what he says is for 
“brotherhood consumption" more than a revelation of his inner 
convictions. Apparently it is still a mark of "soundness" for a 
preacher to prefer and use the KJV (or the American Standard 
Version for the sophisticated conservative) and "sound off"' against 
the "perversions". One of our brotherhood editors will not accept 
articles from writers who quote from anything except the KJV and/ 
or the ASV. His paper recently carried a headline article, titled, 
“Deceit of the Rankest Order" in which the writer charged the NIV 
(New International Version) with teaching Calvinism, mainly on the 
basis that it renders the word ‘‘flesh" as "sinful nature.'' Note: 


",..the words ‘sinful nature‘ are really another attempt to 
palm off on unsuspecting people the unholy doctrine of 
hereditary total depravity, or that all are born in sin having 
inherited the sins of their parents, and the corrupted nature 
of Adam." 


Therefore, the NIV is "deceit of the rankest order", according to 
this brother. 


Surely the writer understands that the word '‘flesh" is often used 
to refer to the "weaker element in human nature", as in Mat. 26:41, 
Rom. 8:3, et al (Vine). It is amazing how some brethren can see 
such subtleties in new words but fail to detect the myriads of 
errors in the outdated King James Version. The real "rub" in the 


—— 


above NIV rendering is that it threatens the Church of Christ doc- 
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trine that all mankind are born into the world free of the Adamic 
naturé>~a doctrine unded by Pelagiug in the Sth century and 
declared “heretical” By the Council of Carthage in A. D. 48. This 
doctrine later developed into Armenianism and is now embraced by 
the Church of Christ; and it is still just as heretical as ever. 

In the June 7, 1977 issue of Firm Foundation, Jack P. Lewis said 
of the King James Version: 


The actual fact is that the list of errors which our people 
have accumulated in modern versions (serious as some 
cases are) is small beside that which was accumulated in 
the King James Version inthe last century by Alexander 
Campbell, Jacob Creath, Jr., J. W. McGarvey, Moses E. 
Lard, Robert Milligan, and others of the Restoration 
Movement who aavocated Bible revision. It is even smaller 
compared with the lists published by Trench, Lightfoot, 
Westcott, Eadie, Schaff,_and others, who prepared either 
the Revised Vergion or the American Standard Version. 
Their charges have stood unrefuted in some cases for 
almost a hundred years. The man who asserts that there 
are no doctrinal problems in the uSe of the Kjng James 
Version jis asserting a falsehood. (my emphasis, rik) 

It is this simple fact which exposes the fallacy of those 
brethren who are threatening division of the church if all 
do not conform to their preference of Bible versions. 


In spite of this, some will reject the NIV because it renders a 
few words not to their liking while holding onto a translation that 
literally contains hundreds of such errors. As Campbell said when 
his new translation was criticized, "Criticism avaunt— This defies 
you!" (Biblical Criticism, E,F., April, 1979, by Carl Ligyd). The 
NIV is presently undergoing its baptism of fire just as did the RSV 
in the beginning. The RSV has survived and so will the NIV. I 
would go so far asto say that if our translators came up with the 
perfect translation, our brethren would condemn it to high heaven! 





The following evaluations of the NIV by four of our most eminent 
Bible scholars is an extract from my own "Bibles in Review". In 
this booklet these four scholars plus four others, well qualified, 
review nine of our most popular Bible translations—from the KJV of 
1611 down to the Living Bible of 1971. Here's what they say about 
the NIV: * 


F. F. BRUCE, Rylands professor of biblical criticism and exegesis 
at the University of Manchester, England: 


An admirable version, combining fidelity to the NT text 
with sensitivity to modern usage. The avowedly conser- 
vative stance of the translators has not resulted in any 


* Copyrighted material. 
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bias in their work; it has rather enhanced the sense of 
responsibility with which they have undertaken their task. 
Their decision to use "you", and "your", throughout is 
entirely satisfactory. 


JOHN H. SKILTON, professor emeritus of New Testament, West- 
minster Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, Pa. 


A major effort by evangelical scholars. Based on reliable 
Greek text; up to date vocabulary; appears to have accom- 
plished its objective in providing a clear, direct rendering 
of NT. Completely abandons old second person singular 
pronouns. Even in prayer to God, unlike RSV and NEB, it 
departs from the devotional usage of the church: ''Our 
Father in heaven, hallowed be your name" (Matt. 6:9). 
Attractive format, one column on each page, large print. 
Recommended for private reading along with KJV. 


HERBERT H. EHRENSTEIN, radio pastor and Bible teacher. 


Excellent translation of New Testament in contemporary 
language. Easy to read, tinted paper, large type. Ex- 
tremely poor binding; breaks far too easily. Modern in 
expression without sacrificing accuracy. Produced by 
committee of experts thoroughly committed to full inspira- 
tion of the Bible. When OT becomes available (it is now 
available, rlk)—if same high quality is retained—this will 
probably become the evangelical translation for general 
use. 


GERALD F, HAWTHORNE, associate professor of Greek (Wheaton 
(01.) College. 


Translators, editors committed to high view of Scripture. 
Used eclectic Greek text. A fresh translation but not 
foreign to KJV readers. Stylistically uneaven; keeps "'re- 
clining at table" for "sitting at table" (Luke 7:39), but 
"scribes" become "teachers of the law'' (Mark 7:1). Re- 
fuses to find dynamic equivalents for words like "right- 
eousness", "justification", "redemption''. Format ex- 
tremely pleasing. Contains few footnotes. Excellent 
translation for church-goers. 


From these reviews no one would gather that the NIV is a per- 
version, as charged by some brethren. These are men skilled in 
the art of translation, having knowledge of biblical languages, and 
their reviews are meaningful. 


Another brotherhood journal recently issued forth this strange 
bit of logic on how to solve the problem of archaism in the KJV. 
He pointed out 19 key archaic words in the Ephesian letter and lists 
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Divorce and Remarriage (series) No.1 


WHAT IS WRITTEN? 


HOW READEST THOU? 
Olan Hicks 9-3-8 0 


Harriman, Tenn. 


The only infallible standard of truth is the Bible. For many years 
i have held that I can reach agreement with anyone who will accept 
the scriptures as the ONLY standard and stick with it. I still be- 
lieve that. ANY religious question can be settled that way. But 
SAYING and DOING are two different things. Of.all the millions 
who praise the motto, ‘We speak where the Bible syeaks and are 
silent where the Bible is silent," only a very few actually do it. To 
me, one of the most disappointing features of fhe current contro- 
versy over divorce and remarriage, is the unwillingness of so many 
brethren to discuss the matter on that basis. In two public debates, 
both now in print, we signed propositions saying, ''The scriptures 
teach..." But when we got into the actual debate they argued from 
the position that "Philosophy teaches..." or "moral conditions 
demand. .,"' etc. Both men spent most of their time trying to dis- 
credit me personally, like an attorney in court might attack the 
credibility of a witness. I was not supposed to be the "witness" in 
the case. The Bible was. But both men seemed to feel that their 
position could not stand a simple comparison with the text of the 
new testament. So they did what the denominations have been doing 
for years, threw up a smoke screen. They proposed questions such 
as, "If your wife became paralyzed, could you divorce her and 
marry another one and then remain in the second marriage?" Or, 
"If your wife became insane, could you divorce her and marry 
another and then remain in the second marriage?" They did not 
ask, "Is it right?" They asked whether it could be done. The in- 
tention being, of course, that when I answered, Yes, meaning that 
it could be done, it would appear to the audience that I had said it 
was the right thing todo. There is a noticeable lack of honesty in 
this tactic. Denominational preachers have long argued this way 
against baptism. We all know how they tell the hypothetical story 
about the man who is lost in the desert and is injured so he will 
never get back to town. While crawling around in the sand, he 
discovers a copy of the new testament and reads it and decides he 
wants to be baptized. But he never makes it to any water and soon 
dies. They then ask, ‘Will he be lost?" Another similar ploy is to 
put it this way: ‘If baptism is necessary to salvation, then that 
means that our dear old sainted grandmothers are lost inhell." It 
is, of course, an appeal to prejudice. Our brethren would ask, 
"Why do you not just face up to what is in the text?" 
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But it appears they have begun to think differently now, as they 
try to defend a position that does not agree with what is in the text. 
They now depend upon that very same strategy, prejudice, evasion, 
deception, anything in the world but an objective confrontation with 
the text. This is the source of most of the confusion. And this is 
not meant as a challenge of their honesty. I do not believe they 
realize that this has happened. 


w OA long time ago Melancthon said, "We cannot apply_a passage 
theological until we hage. first. understood it textually." This has 
to be the first step in the study of any religious question, establish 
exactly what is stated in the Biblical text. Philosophy can be of 
value in clarifvine the law. but the law itself cannot be created by 
pie osophy. ff must first exist in scripture. Paul warned against 

is danger (Col. 2:8). Considerations about consequences and 
possible hypothetical situations can have value in a study of how to 
apply the law, but what the law says can only be determined from a 
study of the text itself. All theorizing and philosophizing which 
ASSUMES a statute that is not written in the text and then reasons 
from that assumption, is certainly unreliable. 


The Firm Foundation carried 11 articles on this subject by J.D. 
Thomas, plus articles by assorted other writers. The Gospel 
Advocate has printed at least that many by various writers. Other 
brotherhood publications have done the same thing. But not a single 
one_of them deals with the one, vital question, “What is in the text?" 
Their theory that a second marriage must be destroyed if it follow- 
ed an unscriptural divorce _has not been defended on the ground 
that _''the ex Says they must separate," but rather it is always on 
rationa d_ grounds, assuming textual support. Their writings 
carry such titles as, "The sinner must leave the sin," which no one 
disputes, or "Baptism does not cleanse an adulterous relationship," 
which no one disputes, or "You can forfeit your rights," which no 
one disputes, etc. In all these articles we never encounter the 
title, "What is in the text?" They seem to assume that and reason 
from there. 


The entire separationist concept rests upon the distortion of one 
passage, Mat. 19:9. At first I thought they merely enlarged on the 
passage a little, but on closer examination, I find they deny the 
verse altogether! They do not believe a word it says. And yet it is, 
oddly enough, their one and only "proof text.'' That truly is re 
markable. The.yerge actually says four things. 1) If a man puts 
away his wife without fornication as a cause... 2) and marries 
another woman, 3) he commits adultery in so doine. 4) And ifa 
man marries a woman who has been put away, he commits adultery. 
The separationist theory absolutely demands the outright denial of 
all four of these statements. Their reason for calling the second 
relationship "adulterous" is that he is not married to her. That 
denies #2, "and shall marry another."' The reason they give for 
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concluding that he is not married to her is that he is not loosed 
from the first wife. That denies #1... "Shall put away his wife, 
except for fornication.’' When these two things are done, they say 
he has not committed adultery as yet on the ground that adultery 
cannot be committed outside the sex act. That denies #3..."He 
commits adultery.’ They reason the same way concerning the man 
who marries the put-away woman, that he does not commit adultery 
when he marries her, but later when they cohabit. That denies #4, 
"He commits adultery." The following diagram contrasts this view 
with what is actually said in the verse: 


WHAT MATTHEW 19:9 WHAT SEPARATIONIST 
SAYS MAKE IT SAY 

1. If a man puts away his wife 1. Itis not possible for a man to 

except for fornication... put away his wife without forni- 

7 cation as a cause. 

2. And marries another, 2. It is not possible for such a 
man to actually marry another 
person. 

3. He commits adultery inso 3. Adultery is not committed at 

doing. this point, but later when they 
cohabit. 

4, If aman marries a put- 4. Amanwho marries a put-away 

away woman, he commits woman does not commit adul— 
adultery. tery until they cohabit. 


If we would annly the passage as the Lord stated it we must con- 
sider the man who has put awav his wife unscripturally as having 
put away his wife unscripturally. That is, in fact, the nature of his 
sin, the very fact that he did put her away. If he did not actually 
put her away, he would not have an actual sin but an attempted one. 
But the sin is actual. The putting away is actual. To be honest with 
the text, all reasoning to follow must be based on this fact, stated 
by the Lord, not on the man-made theory that he did not actually 
put her away. If a man commits murder, he sins in so doing. He 
does that which he is forbidden to do. That is what makes it sin. 
But this does not justify the conclusion that the victim is therefore 
not actually dead. 

If the man who has dismissed his wife unscripturally, marries 
another woman, to be honest with the text we must consider him as 
having married the secondwoman. This is, in the fact, the nature 
of his sin. ff he does not actually marry her, then he does not 
commit the sin in question, he only attempts to. But the sin is 
actual. The word "gamese" (marzy) is defined, "To lead in mar- 
riage, to take to wife’ (Thayer, p. 109). To be honest with the 
words Jesus said here, we must reason on the basis of the fact that 
the man did marry the second wife, not on the man-made theory 
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that he did not actually marry her. The text iustifies the conclusion 
that the man sinned in marrying her. The text does NOT justify the 
conclusion that he did not actually marry her. When someone 
commits a crime and is brought to account for it, no court in the 
world reasons that because it was not lawful for him to commit the 
crime, that he therefore did not actually commit it. Whatever 
damage resulted from his crime is actual, not just attempted." 

When a man puts away his wife, who is not guilty of fornication, 
and marries another woman, the sin he commits is adultery. To be 
honest with the text, we must accept that fact. Tyose wha insist 
that_adulfsxy.caunot be commifted without.a abysical sex act, need 
to.do sQme more Bible reading. The Israelites committed adultery 
with sticks and with stones (Jer. 3:9). Some early Christians com- 
mitted adultery against God by their friendship with the world (Js. 
4:4. Jesus said a man can commit adultery by lusting in his heart 
(Mat. 5:28). Mencall it ''spiritual adultery" or "mental adultery" 
etc. But the Bible does not make that distinction. It just calls it 
"adultery."’ Not only does the Bible use the term in ways other than 
sexual intercourse, but the lemicons also define it that way. Thayer 
lists meanings such as, “eating things sacrificed to idols, to usurp 
unlawful control over the sea, to be faithless toward God," etc. 
(Lexicon, p. 417). To restrict the meaning of this word to physical 
sexual intercourse is incorrect and results in an outright repudia- 
tion of the idea that what Jesus said in Mat. 19:9 is even possible, 
i.e., that putting away one and marrying another can constitute an 
act of adultery. Both debaters representing separationism affirmed 
concerning the second marriage: "That A and CT both sinned in 
formin the second marriage." But neither wa3"tveér willing to say 
what the nature of that sin was. Their contention 1s that the adultery 
is not committed m the forming of the marriage. But Jesus said it 
is. “To fionor the text we must accept that. The same is true of the 
man who marries a put-away woman. THe Sin he commits is adul- 
tery. To deny that is simply to deny the statement of Jésus. 

For many it is very difficult to admit the gross mistakes that 
have prevailed among us on this subject, and that our long held 
tradition is a product of the great apostasy, not of the apostles. But 
when a theory requires the complete mutilation of a passage to 
sustain it, so that every statement in the verse has to be denied, 
then surely even the most tradition-bound among us will eventually 
see it. Has the concept "The scriptures only" now become a dan- 
gerous concept, inadequate to counter the decay of moral standards 
of our time? Must preachers now come to the rescue of God and 
formulate a moral battle strategy that the Holy Spirit failed to 
provide? Brethren, we must stop and realize what we are doing, 
substituting human wisdom for divine revelation. We must recover 
our confidence in the Bible and our faith that God knows what is 
best. We must not reach the point that our question becomes, "What 
do we THINK about a matter?'' We must continue to rely on what 
is in the text, and ask as Jesus did, "What is written in the law? 
How readest thou?" r= > 
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GOOD-NEWS IN GALATIANS 


The Experience of Liberating Sonship 


(Galatians 4) 


Michael Hall 


St. Louis, Missouri 


At the core of God's good-news throbs His covenant to delight us, 
enriching our lives with happiness! "I will bless (make happy) all 
nations" (Gal. 3:8), Now that's a great treasure: the treasure of 
life, life to the fullest, celebrative life. But are our people cele- 
brative people? Are our churches full of excited, positive, faith- 
oriented and life-affirming people? If we falter at all in answering 
these questions, perhaps we need to restudy the subject of what 
real sonship in Christ means. 


Paul reasons in Galatians Three that there Bb an inheritance of 
joy for "the children of faith.’ Men and women in Christ do become 
heirs to the fortune via their faith. We become, in fact, the "'child- 
ren of Abraham" and heirs of the promise through our union with 
Jesus Christ (3:29). 


But what does our sonship feel like? Paul suggests that we might 
sense it as an infant (immature, childish, under tutors) or as a 
maturing and developing son. Just being born into God's family 
isn't enough, there must be growth in maturity so that sonship can 
be experienced as FREEDOM. Otherwise, it'll feel no different 
from the bondage of slavery; we'll be under tutors and guardians 
and have no real freedom. 


That's what Paul discusses in Galatians Four. There are two 
styles of childhood: 1) Baby childhood characterized by dependency 
and lack of maturity,and 2) Grown-up childhood characterized by 
freedom and responsibility (4:1-7). 


"So long as the heir is a minor, he is no better off than a slave, 
even though the whole estate is his" (4:1, NEB), That's why God 
has set us free to be grown up sons. ‘God sent his own Son... to 
purchase freedom for the subjects of the law, in order that we 
might attain the status of sons... You are therefore no longer a 
Slave, but a son, and if a son, then also by God's own act an heir" 
(Gal. 4:5-7, NEB). 


Paul here makes a play on the metaphor of becoming children of 
God. He insists that it does not mean becoming spiritual babies, 
incarcerated under guardians, living a restricted or hampered 
existence, Sonship doesn't mean baby-ship! Rather, it suggests 
maturity and responsibility. The relationship of intimacy means 


(69) 9 


we address God with the affectionate term "daddy" (abba), yet that 
intimacy thrives best within the quality of independence. God 
doesn't want to keep us hanging onto His coattails as infants, totally 
dependent, cringing, unable to respond; but to grow-up and act on 
our own. He has set us free to grow toward maturity. 


In this context, depending on law-keeping indicates immaturity 
and bondage. It's an attempt to experience sonship as if it meant 
being a cuddling infant perpetually. Which in effect means a return 
to the 'mean and beggarly spirits of the elements" (4:9). Look at 
the words Paul uses: "mean and beggarly." Ritually keeping of 
regulations is mean (weak, KJV) because it's negative, dead and 
sterile. It’s beggarly, indicative that it's the antithesis of what is 
rich and abundant. 


These two words epitomizes the effect the Judaizers had on the 
Christians at Galatia. Legalism does that. It perverts one's ex- 
perience of freedom, maturity and responsibility into a fearful 
system of bondage, manipulation and dread. 


Consequently, Paul was working till "Christ be formed in you 
again ' (4:19). They were losing "the shape of Christ" inside them! 
(NEB). They were in Christ, but Christ was beginning to get out of 
focus inthem. That's because the shape of Christ isn't compatible 
with bondage to rules and regulations. Jesus sets men free to be 
free (5:1), Devotion to any law-system limits the way Jesus can 
take shape in our lives! 


Paul next illustrates sonship by allegorizing the history of Abra~ 
am's family. Ishmael and {saac were both born to Abraham, but 
their experiences as "sons" were radically different. Because 
Ishmael's mother wasa slave, his styleof sonship was "of the flesh", 
and gendered to bondage. Isaac, on the otherhand, born of Sarah, 
a freewoman, was a "child of promise."' His style of sonship was 
joyous, confident and spiritual. His very name literally means 
"Laughter.'' Quoting from Isaiah, Paul wrote, "Rejoice O barren 
woman who never bore child; break into a shout of joy..." (4:25). 


‘And you, my brothers, like Isaac, are children of God's promise 
....Wwe are no Slavewoman's children; our mother is the free 
woman" (4:28, 31, NEB). The grand conclusion is fantastic: "Christ 
has set us free, to be free men. Stand firm, then, and refuse to be 
tied to the yoke of slavery again" (5:1). The problem arises when 
we try to be Isaacs in the spirit of Ishmael! 


Well, how do you experience your Christian life as a "child" of 
God? Are you still acting like a mirror; irresponsible and im- 
mature? Do you still conceptualize Christianity in terms of rules 
and laws? Is the prime question for you; "How MUCH do! HAVE to 
do, give, go, pray, etc. 7?" If that's the case, perhaps there's 
something in you which needs healing, for there seems to be some 
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powerful need for law, rules, structure, control. Infants and babies 
are like that; they need to be told what to do, what to think, etc. If 
that's where you're at, fine. Just don't stay there~grow. 


Perhaps your new life is in the spirit of Ishmael. That symbol 
seems to indicate a carnal Christian who's ready to persecute those 
he doesn't like, can't tolerate and refuses to get along with! ‘But 
just as in the days of the natural-born son persecuted the spiritual 
son, so it is today" (4:29, NEB). 


Are you anIsaac? Mature enough to handle your freedom; re- 
sponsible enough to live like a grown-up without misusing your 
freedom? Celebrative enough to be named ''Laughter?" Ah, that's 
where real Christian living is. You become freed to the point that 
you WANT to serve God! 


"But what does Scripture say? ‘Drive out the slave-woman and 
her son, for the son of the slave shall not share the inheritance 
with the free woman‘s son’.'"' There's no hope, no good-news and 
no future for children of Abraham who depend on law instead of 
faith (trusting God). We've been set free from all that. ''Christ set 
us free to be free men." How free are you? A 
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CRITICISM: 


Buff Scott, Jr. POSITIVE & NEGATIVE 
Cherokee, Iowa 


It is interesting that hardly any two persons view either a negative 
or positive personality precisely alike. What is considered negative 
in the life of another person is acceptable to him who does the 
evaluating. A difference by either person is determined only by 
what each negative gesture encompasses. The opinion of the ac- 
cuser is that the critical attitude is the man who either opposes or 
attacks something he loves and places his trust in. 


If I attack the lifestyle of another man's wife whom he dearly 
loves, to him I am negatively critical. But should he attack and lay 
bare my lifestyle or the lifestyle of a loved one, he considers him- 
self positively critical. If I speak ill of another man's party, 
whether political or religious, to him I might appear to have a 
negative personality. But he can oppose mine {assuming I have one) 
and still retain a positive personality. It is ethical to oppose what 
I have but unethical when I object to what he has. ‘'Ministers" and 
hardliners of the Church of Christ have a unique hangup on this 
issue. They are never obsessed with a negative personality when 
issuing negative proclamations against other religions and religious 
parties; but the moment someone issues a cry against their party, 


(turn to page 17) 
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Editor's Note: The following is a reprint of Chapter 5 of 
"The Twisted Scriptures", by W. Carl Ketcherside. Used 
by permission. Due to its length it will be necessary to 
print it in three parts. (final) 





Conformity or Diversity 


W. Carl Ketcherside 9. 30-Bod 


139 Signal Hill Drive 


PART THREE St. Louis, Missouri 63121 
FRUIT OF INCONSISTENCY 


The factional tendency which asserts itself when men realize that they 
do not always infer the same thing from what they read, is to fasten upon a 
particular item of belief, and elevate it out of proportion to other items, 
and even exalt it above the cross of Christ. On this matter they take a 
positive and definite stand, and judge every person by whether "he speaks 
the same thing" on this issue. The tragedy of such a procedure is found in 
the fact that it destroys integrity, both in the intellectual and behavioral 
realm. When one becomes convinced that his relationship with Jesus is 
established and sustained, and that his loyalty is determined, by his posi- 
tion on some item of controversy, every other consideration is relegated 
to seconardy status. 


Conformitv as a basis of unitv is a fanta in the realm of 
politics, ec¢gnomics, osophy or religzon. maty by coergaon is the 
gruesome weapon 1 Prana whether employed by.a-single aythless 
dictator or wielded an institution which cannot stand disgent. It is con- 
trary to the nature of man and becomes a yoke of intolerance. Thomas 
Jefferson writing about the Virginia Act for Religious Freedom in 1786, 
said, "Subject opinion to coercion: whom will you make your inquisitors? 
Fallible men; men governed by bad passions, by private as well as public 
reasons. And why subject it to coercion? To produce uniformity. But is 
uniformity of opinion desirable? No more than of face and stature." 






whether 









It is regrettable that legalistic minds searching for a proof-text to re- 
inforce the weak framework of a sermon outline on unity by conformity, 
have wrested from its context the statement of the apostle that all should 
"speak the same thing."" Nothing is more incongruous than to see partisan 
leaders quoting this at each other. It would seem the proper thing for them 
to do would be to provide an example of what they so loudly affirm. Bom- 
barding one another with the same text in an argument is hardly a demon- 
stration of what the apostle meant by speaking the same thing. 
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A great many students are preplexed by the statement ''that ye be perfectly 
joined together in the same mind and in the same judgment." Surely if 
conformity is taught anywhere it is taught in this verse. Again, the problem 
is one of context. The expression "Be perfectly joined together” is katarizo, 
which carries with it the idea of restoring to the original state or condition. 
It was used as a medical term for reducing a fracture, or setting bones in 
a joint or socket. We still talk about bones "knitting together.'' A good 
example is found in Galatians 6:1, "Brethren, if a man is overtaken in any 
trespass, you who are spiritual should restore him ina spirit of gentie- 
ness, 


It {is employed in Matthey. 4:21 and Mark 1:19 for mending nets. In these 
cases it is apparent that the idea is to correct a situation so that proper 
functioning can resume. This is the reason for setting broken bones, for 
restoring a member discovered in a trespass, and for repairing a net. The 
appropriateness of this term will be seen when we remember that the word 
for "divisions" in 1 Corinthians 1:10 is schisma. This denotes a tear or 
rent, asa garment. It is used In Matthew 9:16 for the rent which occurs 
when unshrunken cloth is used to patch a hole in an old garment. The 
corresponsing verb schizo, occurs in the word schizophrenia, a type of 
psychosis resulting in a split personality. 


With this background we can grasp the significance of what Paul is saying 
to the Corinthians. The fabric of brotherhood has disintegrated through 
cleavage and the formation of parties. It was impossible to discern the one 
body @ven when they met together in one place, because they maintained 
their exclusive partisan associations (Cp. 1 Corinthians 11:18,29). It was 
necessary to repair their grievous state so that the body could properly 
function again in the midst of a pagan society. Allow me to paraphrase the 
passage so you may understand what the apostle is saying to correct the 
situation. 


"I emplore you now my brothers, by the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, that you stop your party cries so that the fabric of brother- 
hood will not be further rent and torn, and that you mend those 
rents which already exist by cultivating the same attitude and the 
same good judgment." 


THE REPAIR TOOLS 


We recognize that it is difficult for those who have been reared and 
trained in a legalistic attitude to surrender sermon texts and outlines which 
have grown hoary with repetition. They will fight to hold on to such heir- 
looms in spite of their lack of value, simply because they have been in the 
family so long. Accordingly, when full explanation is made in an open 
forum of the meaning of the apostle, someone who must make a "last ditch 
stand" always arises to demand what is inferred by the expression "the 
same mind and the same judgment."’ Those whc 
based upon conformity and scoffed at "unity in diversit | 
hing to swallow their partisan pride and say, "I have been wrong about the 
meaning of that scripture all of my life." — 


I know from experience what happens to an honest man who has been 
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defending an outpost under the mistaken concept that it is the whole terri- 
tory when he comes face to face with his captain who demands that he haul 
down the partisan banner from above his walled fortress which he has so 
proudly defended. I also know the trauma which occurs when one must 
surrender his stock of ammunition, the scriptural passages with which he 
has been bombarding various camps of saints on the other side of the hill. 
I suspect there is ever the temptation to want to retain your side arms and 
continue to do a little partisan “bushwhaclkang" in your leisure time. So it 
never surprises me when a preacher in my audience digs in his heels, 
wraps the factional rope around his hands and hangs on for dear life while 
it slowly slips from his clutch and he looks wildly around for reinforce- 
ments, hoping the cavalry will come dashing down the slope at the last 
minute to save the party flag. 


However, in this case, my own integrity will not allow me to compromise 
my conviction. I must insist-that the apostle js not advocating conformity 
across the whole Christian spectrum as essenfjal to onenegg. Instead he is 
dealing with a specific situation. The community of saints has disintegrated 
into four warring tribes, making the community of saants militant against 
itself. The apostle commands a repair job. He begins with an emergency 
measure calculated fo halt The growing Cleavage. “Stop these party cries!" 
(all speak the same thing). He then proceeds to the method of repairing 
the damage already done. "Mend the rents in the fabric” (be perfectly joined 
together). 


A repair job requires tools. These instruments must be adapted to the 
task to be performed if the end is to be accomplished. The tool which Paul 
handed to the Corinthians for their work of restoration is labeled, ''the 
same mind and the same judgment.” No other device could fit a situation 
such as there existed. They must have the same mind as to what they were 
to try todo. They must have the same judgment as to how to accomplish 
it. The first refers to purpose, the second to method. 


To assume that what was absolutely necessary in correcting a critical 
emergency is normative for daily living and survival is indicative of shal- 
low thinking. It is like insisting that one should throw away food and live 
on penicillin shots because this was prescribed when one had pneumonia. 
lf all members of a household are aroused at 3:00 o'clock a.m. to rush one 
to a hospital with a ruptured appendix, we do not conclude they must all 
arise at that time each morning to demonstrate fhey are still members of 
the same family. Nor do we assume that because they functioned in such 
perfect unison under special stress they may not disagree with each other 
about many things and still love each other dearly. 


‘Ze There is room in Christ {Q)° differences . ive 
It was division which Paul souglt to eliminate in Cgyinth, but 
sought to palliate Ciferences,in.Rome (Romans {4). You elim disease 
by curing it, you palliate a condition bv easing it without curing it. The 
treatment for division is rejection of the condition. The feet cnt for 
differences is forbearance of your brethren. To differ with brethren is not 
a sin; to divide the family of Godis asin. We oppose division because we 
hate sin, we seek to reduce tensions and lessen areas of difference because 
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ploeation is ae ronan sen something 
ply enduring one who thinks it is 
right. ip 2d to honest brethren and not to their 
idéds or thoughts. A brotherhood is composed of thinkers and not abstract 
thinking. 





So long as division exists in the community of saints we share in its 
shame even while laboring to overcome it. Ifwe condone or defend it we 
also share in its scandal. No one in the family of God can be wholly free af 
disgrace as long as strife in the family is exposed to the open gaze of an 
unbelieving world. Not one Indiv can justifiably adopt an attitude of 
indifference or unconcern when the Lord has _lfaid upon all the burden of 


being peace emalees This reauires_much more than a passive peace 
lover. t denianes an ac pursued campaign to re e€ peace—to "make 
peace. If'is not enough to boast that you have never caused division. You 
way not have caused anything else either! H division exists in the com- 


munity where you are, regardless of who created the situation, you are ob- 
ligated by the authority of God's word to do something to repair the breach. 










This involves much more than a halfhearted invitation to another partisan 
preacher in the community to "Drop over sometime and we'll talk about 
our problems over a cup of coffee." It includes being able to drink the cup 
that He drank, and being baptized with the baptism He experienced. Peace 
must be waged. It must be relentlessly pursued. "Seek peace and ensue 
it."" There must be a strategy of peace in.which temporary defeats are 
never confused with a lost cause and ‘skirmishes are not confounded with 
the war. Division must be seen in its true nature, as a damnable, de- 
structive, defiant sin against God and the Majesty of His Fatherhood. The 
campaign for peace is not a game of tiddley-winks. It is an endurance 
contest which is not a struggle for men with weak hearts and sickly stom- 
achs. Peacemakers must be "strong in the Lord and in the power of His 
might."" ///f£1nat/// L. 


JUDGE ALL THINGS 
BY THE CROSS 


KEITH SMOTHERS 
Pine Apple, Alabama 


Except for certain matters having Old Testament precedent as, for in- 
stance, in the case of support for preachers (1 Cor. 9: 13-14), all New 
Testament issues were scrutinized in light of the cross. For example, no 
brother weak in faith was to be judged or caused to stimble, because for 
him "Christ died and lived again" (Rom. 14:9), The Athenians must repent 
in view of Christ's resurrection (Acts 17:31-32). Peter's sermons before 
the Sanhedrian and on Pentecost {Acts 2 and 4) were all spoken in light of 
Christ's own death, burial and resurrection. Paul even went so far as to 
say that he knew nothing "save Jesus Christ, and him crucified" (1 Cor. 2:2} 
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Sadly, the apostolic emphasis and appeal often differs considerably from 
our own. Their reference was always to the cross: our appeal! is usually to 
the word as interpreted by various rules and regulations of men and often-~ 
times without so much as a fleeting glance at the cross. To bring the 
Passion into focus would frequently destroy otherwise legalistic, Scriptural 
sounding arguments. Someone once affirmed, for example, that church 
money could be used to feed needy saints but not their unimmersed children. 
If I were to die my believing family members could remain in our preach- 
ers home through church benevolence but the unimmersed children must 
move! Ina similar vein some church buildings are closed to non-Christ- 
ian funerals, and so continues the long list of like subjects. Regrettably, 
many aliens discern what some brethren cannot comprehend: there exists 
a glaring incongruity between the cross and positions of this stripe. Re- 
member, the cross addresses itself to all issues: if not, how will God's 
judgment be in light of it? And, there is no disagreement between Scripture 
and the cross but legalism nullifies its great accomplishments. 


Moses emancipated Israel from Egypt only to have them become hope- 
lessly ensnared jin legalism's thralls by seeking justification from sin 
through law-works rather than by faith (Rom. 9:31-32), And Christ has 
freed us from law bondage (Gal. 5:1) only to have some become enslaved to 
their very emancipation. Only by making all issues cross centered can we 
hope to avoid legalism's grasp: it is anti-cross. 


Take, for instance, the use of a piano in worship. Our reasoning, as it 
is usually offered, based upon direct command, approved example, neces- 
sary inference, et. al., will support the conclusion that the instrument was 
neither employed nor authorized by N.T. writers. However, all this "legal 
tender" without so much as a glance at the cross will inevitably mislead 
some to condlude that our salvation is based upon law works. In precisely 
this fashion many souls have been unsuspectingly led into legalism's griev- 
lous error. 


f 

Now consider the piano in light of the crucifixion. Instrumental music 
was given only at Sinai (Num. 10:10) and formed a part of Moses’ “ordin- 
ances of divine service" (Heb. 9:1}, But, Jesus had taken the law "out of 
the way, nailing it to the cross" (Col. 2:14). Hence, by emphasizing the 
crucifixion we have determined truth without entering upon the rocky road 
of work-righteousness which makes void the cross (Gal. 2:21). In all our 
teaching let's insist that we point men in the directionof cross-justification 
and not law-justification. We must never do anything contrary to the spirit 
af the Passion as we find it set forth in the word: this is how the apostles 
faced their problems; and if this is also our approach we will do nathing 
against the law of Christ. We must not become as some who have found 
themselves in the sad straits of opposing issues totally in agreement with 
the spirit of the cross: supposing these matters to be contrary to Christ's 
law. Their mistake will not be ours if we judge all things by how they 
conform to the cross. Legalism cannot abide in its glorious light. ie 
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[continued from page 11] 


which they conveniently coin "the church of our Lord,” he is cate- 
gorized a dissenter and a deserter and preoccupied with negativism 
for the purpose of elevating his ego. 


I hesitate to accept the notion that one has a negative and bitter 
personality because he deals Jargely with the liabilities rather than 
the assets of a system, party, or establishment. I am rather in- 
clined to believe that one can be positively bitter without being 
rudely bitter and cynical. Here is an intricate paradox when we 
consider that Jesus called Herod a fox and the religious leaders 
(clergymen) of his time hypocrites, blind guides, fools, and white- 
washed tombs. His mood could very easily be billed as critical and 
bitter, but of the positive kind. 


John the immerser called certain ones a‘'brood of snakes."’ When 
Simon wanted to buy the power of the sacred Spirit with money, 
Peter told him literally, "To hell with you and your money!" (Acts 
8:18-19). This is the actual meaning in the Greek. Paul could also 
be cited as being critical and bitter on some occasions. These men 
were not filled with hate but with conviction. There is a time to be 
blunt and a time to go easy. Each must use his own judgment as to 
the approach to use, leaving it up to the Spirit to guide him. 


We must not conclude that these men had negative personalities 
of a chronic kind. Nor were they negatively critical or bitter. Why, 
then, do Church of Christ leaders and their hardcore followers 
pigeonhole as negative personalities those who take issue with their 
cherished party and doctrines? Part of the answer is possibly 
found in their environmental and intellectual makeup. They have 
been reared to believe that they only have the truth, the absolute 
truth and nothing but the truth. They have already arrived and 
others in different partisan corrals are still stranded in the valley 
of ignorance. Because they are convinced they have the truth, they 
have built a solid wall around themselves and reject anything that 
does not fit comfortably into their intellectual camp. Their attitude 
is similar to the Great Wall of China, for isolation is better than 
contamination with outside forces. 


Behind this wall is an army of untrained soldiers who need spirit- 
ual nourishment and new avenues of thought. They are held in sway 
by ‘warlords" who stifle freedom of thought and expression with 
threats of excommunication, and who use the "sword of the Spirit" 
to kill their own kind. The stifling of expression and censorship of 
new ideas and approaches breeds spiritual psychosis. For too many 
moons the Church of Christ has attempted to suppress freedom of 
expression and positive criticism when it runs counter to their 
orthodox beliefs. Her "ministers’’ and elders seem to be more 
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interested in protecting the system than reforming their dormant 
and outdated creeds and practices. Instead of including all of God's 
children in the new commonwealth of Israel they have secluded 
themselves behind partisan walls and noone may enter who does not 
state a willingness to parrot the party's slogan. And in this sense 
they will not go into the kingdom themselves nor permit anyone else 
to enter! 


As God speeds the day, things will be brighter and the horizon 
broader. In the meantime let us be critical when the need is there 
without being hateful, mean, and ugly. For love binds everything 
together in complete harmony. oo 
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Editorial -trom page 4 


the modern English equivalents. From this it would seem that 
brethren are finally realizing that the KJV is itself archaic and are 
now ready to recommend a more modern translation. What does 
this brother suggest? 


"With this list you can mark in your Bible these words and 
update your King James Bible.” 


Land OGoshen! Wouldn't it have been better to say, "Go out and 
buy a better bible‘? 


On more than one occasion lately I have read church bulletins 
in which the preacher or the elders of a congregation would issue a 
"position statement” (decree) on the use of bible versions in their 
congregations, and followed by the admonition to compare the new 
versions with the KJV "so as to detect errors.'' Maybe mine is the 
reasoning that richochets, but to me it seems that if the KJV can be 
used as the STANDARD for comparison, then we don't need a new 
translation; but if the KJV really does need revising, then how can 
it be used to COMPARE! ? 


I don't want to leave the impression that we should stamp approval 
on any and every translation that hits the market; nor that brethren 
shouldn't be cautioned in the use of certain translations. For ex- 
ample, if a new Bible is a paraphrase, it should be pointed out that 
a paraphrase is not a word for word translation, as the term is 
generally understood, but a “paralleled phrasing" of the text accord- 
ing to the author's understanding of scripture, such as the “Living 
Bible". Readers should also be told whether or not a new B.tvle is 
the work of one scholar, such as the "Today's English Version" or 
a committee produced translation, such as the NIV. Note, however, 
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that the fact that a new Bible may be a paraphrase or a one-man 
translation, this within itself does not mean that it is unreliable. 
It only means that the possibility exists! It means that on the whole 
a translation produced by one scholar, whether paraphrase or word- 
for-~word, is more likely to contain more errors than one produced 
by a committee of scholars. 


But how far should "unscholarly"' brethren (those not qualified in 
Hebrew or Greek) go in defining the so-called errors in translation? 
Are they Qualified to say that a certain word chosen by dozens of 
experts is an incorrect word and. that his choice is more correct ? 
Unless he is expertly qualified inthe original languages, how can 
he Warp others of subtle dangers inherent jn words chosen by the 

?—and worst of all, how can he charge the translators with 

ian "bias" whep_the. ‘committee, is.made up of representatives 

ifan all major reli-ious. bOules, a> VUL VE CLUE are uw doing ? 

Does nou uusS cype of critic belong in the same category as the 

scholar who produces the paraphrased version, which he is quick 

to condemn? Is he not rendering judgment based on his understand- 
ing of scripture, just as the paraphraser ? 








Another factor to consider is this—but, first, a question: Why 
has the Today's English Version {also Inown as "Good News For 
Modern Man") and the Living Bible gained such popularity in our 
time? And why are these two breaking all selling records? The 
simple answer is that people can read them and understand what 
they read! As one California lady exclaimed as she began to read 
the Today's English Version, ‘Why, I can understand it!"’ People 
quite naturally prefer to read what makes senseto them. In mod- 
ern speech versions the reader is impressed that the Great and 
Exalted God of heaven speaks to him in his own vernacular, and the 
message then becomes personal. People are impressed with the 
message that addresses itself to their personal needs. 


The Bible is now being read (thanks to modern speech versions) 
by more people than ever before in history; and by people who 
heretofore could not be "turned on" by translations which steep the 
message of salvation in archaic uncertainty, which bathe its teach- 
ings in the ambiguity of outmoded expression, and which swathes 
its promises in the vagueness of legalistic terms—becguse_ of kingly 
influence on the translators, i.e., "church", "rule’’, "baptism". 





These are undisputable facts based upon studies of this modern 
Bible reading phenomenon. In view of this, should we then condemn 
modern speech Bibles? At least people are "reading", where they 
hadn't been reading before. They have come to know Jesus, whom 
they hadn't known before. That's the important thing! Suppose they 
do absorb a few mistranslated words? Or suppose they get some 
"doctrine" all fouled up? Is this worse than not reading? Does sal- 
vation depend on getting all the doctrines just perfect? If so, then 


(back cover) 
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we're all in trouble. There are no perfect translations of the Bible. 
The story of Jesus and redemption can be learned from modern 
speech versions just as well as from the "reliable" versions, and 
even more so. There's just a chance that by reading them the 
sinner may be led to Christ, and who will in time come to know the 
difference between translations. Meanwhile it would be sinful to 
discourage anyone from reading whatever Bible he may have. This 
our preachers should exhort, to shidy and obey the teachings found 
in their” version, regardless of what it is. No popular translation 
of the Bible has ever been ridiculed and argued out of existence, 
and neither will our present ones. Certainly we should recommend 
the better Bibles...and then let the reader decide. fe) 


ANNOUNCEMENT 


We regret to announce that the Bethany Lectures have been 
cancelled for 1979, according to Hiram Lester of Bethany College. 
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EDITORIAL 


A POLICY OF OPENNESS 


Perhaps we should periodically reiterate that one of the unique 
features of the Ensign is its policy of "openness." Our aim is not 
to strive for uniqueness for the sake of being unique, nor to be 
daring for the sake of thrill, nor to tread on the sensitivities of 
others to enjoy its shock effect. We just happen to believe that 
openness is the best editorial policy, which, while in its pursuit, 
may appear to some to be unique, daring or shocking. One brother 
wrote and said that he enjoyed reading the Ensign because it re- 
minded him of a side-show at a carnival! Well, he was one of 
those radical "antis", and, at least we were able to entertain him. 


Why do we believe in openness? For several reasons. One, aty 
teaching that is incorrect will have little chance of becoming suc- 
cessful or dangerous if it is openly expressed and openly examined. 
Only when it is repressed does it present danger, for then it leads 
to radicalism in the attempt to break free of repression. Yes, this 
kind of editorial policy is that proverbial road that is "fraught with 
many dangers," but we still believe it is best. Most of our brother- 
hood editors will not print arficles unless the writer's stance 
matches the stance of the editor on doctrinal matters. To me this 
is self-defeating, assuming that its purpose for existence is to 
benefit the reader. It deprives the reader of access to a cross- 
section of views on subjects that needs this kind of exposure. What 
we have in this type of publication is nothing more than a reflection 
of the editor's "position" on the issues, or a reflection of his own 
understanding of scripture. He who loves truth and pursues it at 
all costs has no fear of examining the teachings of another, nor of 
having his own examined, for truth is all that matters. 


But the editor who rejects articles merely because they fail to 
agree with his views is saying in effect several things, i.e., 1) that 
he knows all there is to know on the subject and therefore the op- 
posing view must be wrong; or 2) he fears that his own knowledge 
can't stand the searchlight of examination; or 3) he assumes that 
his readers can't figure it out for themselves and have to be pro- 
tected. The worst danger of all in editorial repression is that it is 
an unspoken demand for conformity (but sometimes blurted right 
out!)}, and conformity leads to sectarianism and the development of 
the party spirit. Editors must shoulder most of the blame for the 
current state of affairs in the church, because they have been the 
instruments in drawing "party lines", and for fostering and flaming 
the "issues", encouraging division and staying divided, and looked 
upon as defenders of traditional orthodoxy. In no way could such 
magazines survive an editorial policy of openness. (back cover) 
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FACTIONALISM AND RELIGIOUS JOURNALS 


Dan Rogers, III 
Marshfield, Mo 


This article is being written in disgust—disgust with the factional 
attitude that is so often manifested by brethren. Yes, including 
this writer in the past. Disgust with the continual refueling of the 
fires of partisanism by brethren who claim that they desire unity, 
but yet practice division. What such brethren actually desire is 
conformity —conformity to their Opinions or else, as one brother 
clearly implied when he raised the question concerning those 
brethren who refused to conform to certain party stances, ‘Why 
don't they leave?" In other words, this brother was telling those 
brethren who disagreed with him on certain "'major issues" to 
either conform or get out! Such an attitude is factionalism to the 
core, and is exactly what an ever growing number of brethren are 
increasingly becoming fed up with today! 


Will anyone dare deny that factionalism is sin? In Galatians 5:19- 
21, factionalism, the RSV renders it "party spirit'', is listed as one 
of the ''works of the flesh.'' There, concerning such "works" it is 
stated that "...they who practice such things shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God." Again, will anyone dare say that what was a 
problem confronting the congregation in Corinth in the first century 
as it is recorded in I Corinthians 1:1O0ff, is not a problem confront- 
ing the body of Christ in general today? The parties have changed, 
but the problem is still the same—the sin of factionalism. Today, 


Editor's Note: Dan Rogers, If preaches for one of our non-coop- 
erative churches and is a former writer for one of their "issue" 
magazines. We congratulate bro. Rogers on his recent change in 
spirit, coming to realize the sin of factionalism, and publicly 
apologizing and asking forgiveness of those whom he had attacked 
through written articles. This is a powerful example of Christian 
love, and it goes a long way in restoring our faith in brethren. We 
would hope and pray that the editors of such journals as mentioned 
by bro. Rogers would prayerfully consider the harmful effects of 
issue prone publications. Not only do they keep the sectarian lines 
drawn, but they foster an unholy spirit in those who are influenced 
by such journalism. There are others like bro. Rogers who need 
to take a stand for what is obviously right, to denounce the "issues" 
and work for peace among brethren. Peace won't come easy. Those 
who fail to support the "party line" will suffer under the unforgiving 
spirit of partisans. We thank God for those who make the sacrifice. 
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brethren are saying, "I am of the one-cup persuasion," 'I am of 
the instrumental music persuasion,"' 'I am of the premillennial 
persuasion," "I am of the non-Sunday School persuasion," 'I am of 
the non-institutionalism persuasion," ''I am of the mainline persua- 
sion, '' and on and on it goes. If this is not factionaJism, then what 
is it? 


The strange thing is that while each party recognizes that the 
other groups are factions, they fail, really we should say that they 
steadfastly refuse, to perceive or admit that tney themselves are 
factions. Infact, when confronted with the charge of being a party, 
they actually become quite agitated over the matter, vociferously 
and indignantly denying that such is the case. However, their 
denials, no matter how loudly made or honestly and sincerely be- 
lieved, do not change the facts. They too are factlonists, as their 
fruits clearly reveal! 


Each party has its own particular journals through which that 
party's propaganda is set forth. These journals are used to indoc- 
trinate brethren in the "party line," giving them basically only one 
point of view, the party's, with this especially being true in regard 
to the "major issues," which differ with each party. Likewise, the 
party journals are used to oppose those brethren who question the 
"party line" or offer alternate points of view to it, and it is not at 
all uncommon to see such brethren "written up" in these journals. 
As the party "propaganda machine" is cranked up, it is to be ob- 
served that what that particular party deems the "major issues" 
are dealt with quite frequently, with almost every issue containing 
multiple references to the "issues."" And the language found in 
these journals is the language of factionalism. They speak in terms 
of "faithful brethren,'"' "conscientious brethren," ‘conservative 
churches," "loyal churches," and such like in reference to those 
who uphold the party positions. But, those who disagree with, and 
do not uphold, the party positions are spoken of as "liberals," 
"institutionalists,"" "false teachers," and such like. When journals 
are used in ways such as this, bringing forth fruits such as these, 
what else can they be called but factional journals? 


Recently, when one brother stated that a certain journal". . should 
have been put out of business...'' because of the manner in which 
it conducted itself toward some brethren with whom it disagreed, 
this writer thought at the time that such was a rather harsh state- 
ment. However, after reflecting upon what the Bible teaches con- 
cerning both unity and factionalism, as well as seeing the fruits of 
certain journals as they continue to push party positions, alienating 
brethren to the point of dividing and keeping divided the body of 
Christ, this writer now agrees that it would be better for certain 
publications to cease to exist, rather than to be continually used to 
promote factionalism. a) 


619 S. Chestnut; Marshfield, Missouri 65706 
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DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE (series) No.2 F-_3-RO 


Handling Aright the Word of Truth 
6 





Olan Hicks 
To study_any religious subject responsibly, the first thing that 
absolutely must be done iS the determining of precisely what is said 


in the text of scripture and what is not said. After this, the next 
consideration of vital importance is the matter of study procedure, 
what we choose as a fair and proper manner of handling the word of 
truth. We know that many errors in the denominational world occur 
because of a disregard for two very vital considerations, time and 
context. For instance, the thief on the cross is falsely assumed to 
be an example of a person obeying the gospel of the new testament. 
It happens because men fail to take into account the time factor, the 
fact that the thief died before the new testament gospel was sent 
forth. A typical example of disregard for the matter of context 
occurs in the common practice of denying that baptism is unto the 
remission of sins on the ground that some passages say we are 
saved by faith. In this way, such a passage as John 3:16 comes to 
be separated from the overall context of the new testament and is 
made to stand opposed to some statements occuring elsewhere in 
the same testament, such as Gal. 3:27 and Acts 2:38. This illu- 
strates how vitally important is the matter of the ‘ground rules”, 
the right handling of the word of truth. The traditional view con- 
cerning divorce and remarriage actually combines both these basic 
procedural mistakes into one gross distortion of Bible teaching on 
the subject. 


In the separationi orv. Matthew 19:9 is not only altered in 
content, it is also separated aa the context of the whole new 
testament and rded II and complete statement of 
scripture on all matters oo inior to the =e subject of divorce 
and remarriage. It is even used to nullify much of what is said in 
other new testament passages, in much the same way as the "‘faith 
only"' theory, mentioned above. For example, in 1 Cor. 7, Paul “dq, 
repeatedly gives commands which order respect for the basic will 
of God that marriage and the family lifestyle be the way to moral 
purity for everyoze who needs it. In verse 2 he said, "To avoid 
fornication, let every man have his own wife and let every woman 
have her own husband."" In verse 9 he said of the unmarried and 
widows, ‘If they cannot contain, let them marry, for it is better to 
marry than to burn." In verse 15 he said that the one who is de- 
serted by an unbelieving mate is no longer under bondage in such 
cases. Again, at verse 28, he said to the man who has been “loosed 
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from a wife,'' sometime in the past, "If thou marry, thou hast not 
sinned."’ Here are four express statements, absolutely clear in 
what they say, and all given without any suggestion or hint that they 
might not apply to some. But the separationist comes along and 
says that every one of them must be subjected to modification be- 
cause he assumes that Jesus, in Mat. 19:9, intended to declare an 
automatic sentence of permanent celibacy for certain people. The 
inspired writings of Paul are a part of the context of scripture on 
the marriage subject. But instead of being CONSIDERED they are 
simply being OVERRULED. This is a gross violation of a basic 
principle to which we have long held, which says, CONSIDER THE 
CONTEXT! 


It has always been the case that when men misinterpret one pas- 
sage of scripture, it usually becomes necessary then to change 
some other passage to shelter that viewpoint. And so it is in this 
case. Once men misinterpret Jesus to be saying that former adul- 
terers may NOt Cver DAPHICIDNTE MT hiarriage relationships again as 
long_as they live: it then becomes necessarv to take the uninspired 
pen to some other passages also. This is what we see being done 
to 1 Cor. %. They must now contend that what Paul said there is 
not accurate just as he said it. His ¢gmmand to let eyexy man have 
hig own wife must be subjected to the modification, "except those 
who have sinned in regard to marriage in the pastor were deserted 
by their former mage." The same must be said of fhe wife, of 
course. To his command that the unmarried and widows be allowed 
to marry if they cannot contain, must be added the further stipula- 
tion, ''only if they have never married or if they divorced their first 
mate on the grounds of fornication.’’ To Paul's statement that it is 
better to marry than to burn we must add, "only for those who have 
never sinned in regard to marriage.'' To his statement that one who 
has teen loosed from a wife and marries does not sin. must be 
appended, “provided you did the loosing and it was done on the 
ground of fornication.” Perhaps the most glaring example of pre- 
judice “in bending a passage occurs at verse I5, where Paul said 
the brother or sister who 1s deserted by an unbelieving mate is not 
under bondage. In an obvious effort to protect their uninspired 

x interpretation of Mat. 19:9 they just virgually say that Paul did not 
mean this at all. They say he meant Only that she is not under 
ovligation to deny Christ to induce the mate to stay. Tajik about 
adding a completely foreign idea not justified in the words of the 
text! They insist she is still bound in the marriage bond, though 
she has no husband, and that she is bound to stay celibate for the 
rest of her life, even if she might be only a teenager at the time 
she is deserted. This has to qualify as the strangest idea ever as 
to what "not under bondage"' means. Surely no one, looking at the 
verse without strongly preconceived ideas, would ever see that in 
it. But the primary point is that not one of these restrictive 
qualifications is contained in the inspired text. How could the 








6 (86) 


Corinthians possibly be expected to assume all these adjustments 
into what Paul said here? 


But it is argued that the Corinthians, knowing what Jesus had 
said, would automatically understand that these exceptions were 
intended, though not spoken. Not only does this do violence to what 
Jesus said, but it also violates the time factor involved, in much 
the same way as the denominational misuse of the thief on the 
cross. The_concensus of ee ew and first 
Corinthians were written at about the same time, with Corinthians 
probably being written first. Since no other book contains the 
statement of Mat. 19:9, it is unlikely that the Corinthians had even 
read it at the time they received Paul's letter, let alone developed 
the misinterpretation it that came to prevail later. Flow then 
could Paul assume it to be such a common place understanding 
among them that he could write all these sweeping statements, 
without ever once mentioning these necessary reservations, and 
expect the Corinthians to “understand” that in every statement these 
provisions were essential to acorrect understandingof the passage? 
Regulations as drastic in nature as these, and as consequential in 
their implications, could hardly be expected to just go without 
saying. 


An evident mistake in this theory is the time factor error. It has 
been Tong_sfandard procedure among us to regard fhe apostles as 
the final reyelators and jnterpgeters of Christ's will. in other 
words, the apostles explained Christ to us, not the other way around. 
To illustrate, Jesus instituted the Lord's Supper while on earth. 
But we have no statement from him concerning the day on which to 
observe it. From apostolic practice we learn the Lord's will on 
this. The same can be said for footwashing and whether or not it 
was intended to be a church ordinance. We learn this from apostolic 
practice. But when it comes to the question of what the implications 
of Mat. 19:9 are, brethren seem to want to reverse that procedure. 
They seem to feel that Jesus was here providing the full and final 
explanation, designed to be applied as the "explainer" to anything 
the apostles might be found saying. In this one particular subject 
Only, instead of looking upon the apostolic record as the inspired 
definition of the Lord's intentions, they take the apostolic usage 
and try to force them into the mould of their own uninspired in- 
terpretation of what Jesus said. R.L WAS te$¢ 


The eminent and regpected R, L. Whiteside took notice of this 
tendency when he was "Queries" editor of the Gospel Advocate. In 
contending that 1 Cor, 7:15 should be-aliowed ta meanwhat it says, 
"not under bondage," he wrote: 'We usually have argued that, as 
the apostles were the last and final revelators of the will of Christ, 
allthat went before should be understood in the light of their 
teaching. But when we seek to bend First Corinthians to fit Mat. 19: 
9 we reverse the principle of interpretation" (Reflections, pg. 416). 
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On page 412 brother Whiteside expresses a concern that provides 
avery timely admonition for our generation, namely that we ought 
to make a stronger effort to study our position on divorce in close 
comparison with the apostolic pattern. He said it this way: ''But it 
seems to me that we say a lot more about this matter of divorce 
and marrying again than did the apostles. Read their letters and 
also _study their preaching, and see how Iitile they safd_about the 
matter; and yet the marriage vows were then treated more lightly, 
if possible, than they are pow. What is the explanation? Were they 
more lenient toward the ignorant and the erring than you andI are? 
Did they baptize those who demanded baptism without looking into 
what they had formerly done? Would they have said what I have 
said about divorce and marriage among aliens? The apostles were the 
ambassadors of Christ—the last interpreters of his will. Perhaps 
we should study more from this angle than we have yet done so. 
Just how much mercy, if any, the Lord will extend to people who 
ignorantly enter into unlawful marriage I would not dare to say, for 
I do not Inow." 


It seems that what brother Whiteside did not know, a highly re- 
spected scholar among us, a great many brethren today profess 
to know, i. e., that a certain precise disciplinary procedure is 
required, and they "know it" without the aid of a biblical statute or 
precedent on the matter. 


In summary, the separationist theory is plainly and simply a 
man-made legislation. As such it bears all the earmarks that 
usually characterize human doctrines. 1) A passage has to be 
altered in content to provide a prooftext (Mat. 19:9). 2} This, in 
turn, makes it necessary to modify or totally reject other passages. 
(Virtually the entire Seventh chapter of First Corinthians) 3} Com- 
monly accepted principles af Bible study must be ignored and 
standard exegetical procedures reversed. (Jesus is made an in- 
terpreter of what the apostles said.) 


These principles constitute the ground upon which we reject most 
denominational doctrines. Thus it seems we must now face the 
question of whether these principles are valid only in those cases 
where they support what we choose to believe, or are they also 
valid in those cases where they destroy something we believe? Can 
we consistently repudiate the ''faith only"’ concept because it rests 
On procedural mistakes, and at the same time hold adamantly toa 
conclusion which can be reached only by the exact procedure? I 
can understand the fears that many might abuse God's marriage 
laws if they know forgiveness is available. I have the same fears. 
But I have a greater fear of tampering with the teachings of the 
Bible and trying to impose upon God the deductions men think are 
necessary. Besides, the same fears could apply equally well to 
every other sin, such as murder, stealing, and lying. Do we need 
to place a more severe penalty upon those to discourage people 
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from committing them? Do people abuse the fact that those sins 
can be forgiven by grace? 


Our appointment is not as judges or legislators but teachers of 
the word, which was delivered complete by the Holy Spirit. As Foy 
Wallace, Jr. said: '‘The course of some preachers in demanding 
separations and the breaking up of family relations, and the refusal 
to even baptize certain ones whose marriage status does not meas- 
ure up to his standard of approval, is a presumptious procedure. 
It reveals the tendency to displace God as the judge of us all, and 
a preacher ascends to the bench. More than teaching the moral 
principles involved, the preacher has no course of action revealed, 
and to establish one would result in human legislation, more far 
reaching in evil consequences than the moral effects of divorce- 
ment limited to the persons involved" (Sermon on the Mount, p. 41). 








Jesus did not say that the second marriage is an “adulterous 
relationshin." Men have said that * esns Gis net Saks. Ney are 
living in adultery." He_ said th committed adulte ery Ww when they 
married. He did not Say, , “They will have to will have to separate. __Men have 
said that. If we reduce our conclusions to fit what is said in the 
text and then consult the record of the apostles as the pattern, the 
divine interpretation and approved example, we will resolve the 
misunderstandings on divorce and remarriage. We will find that 
the judgment requiring separation, followed by life-long celibacy 
for most parties involved therein, is completely without divine 
endorsement. This sin. like all other sins, can only be cleansed by 
the blood of Christ. throush the erace of God. You could not pay for 
your sin if you could live celibately for a million years. The blood 
of Christ is appropriated through repentence and obedience to 
gospel conditions which, of course, includes a resolution not to 
repeat the sin. But penance, the idea that you can somehow pay 
everything back, is an entirely diff different thing. That concept stems 
from the dark ag es, not onan the Bible. It has never been God's 


way of dealing vite sin and it will not substitute now for the blood 
of Christ and the grace of God. 4 


P.O. Box 371, Harriman, Tennessee 37748 /O_3 














RICHES IN ROMANS 


FAITH SERIES: On page 14 we begin a series of lessons on the 
subjects of faith, righteousness, law, works, and grace, taken 
primarily from the book of Romans. This we believe to be thecore 
of the Bible, and where we should spend our time and effort in 
study. Romans is not an easy book. But he who comprehends the 
riches of this the greatest of all books will be rewarded beyond all 
expectations. Study with us. Your comments are solicited. rlk 
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The Tide Of History 


W. Carl Ketcherside 





Sometimes I get to wondering how it was in the beginning. I am 
not talking about the creation, but the inception of the restoration 
movement. In fantasy I go back and wonder if the gentle Thomas 
Campbell ever talked things over with his wife, Jane, a descendant 
of the French Huguenots, who had known persecution. Did she sense 
the frustration and hurt which came to him through the action of the 
Charters Presbytery, which unfrocked him as a result of his 
gracious attempt to make the table of the Lord available to all of 
the scattered Presbyterians throughout the new world wilderness, 
whether they were Burgher or Anti-Burgher ? 


Did she kaow about his dreams for the unity of the Christians in 
all of the sects? Was the ''Declaration and Address" the subject of 
conversation around the breakfast table inthe morning? Did they 
talk about it after the tea and scones in the evening when they 
assembled at the early candlelighting for deep devotions, accomp- 
anied by hymns set to tunes in long or short meter? What questions 
did the eager Alexander ask, and what thoughts raced through his 
active mind as he contemplated and studied the answers? 


The reason I ponder about such matters is because I have come 
to realize that the movement was a historical event. It originated 
in the minds of men and was carried out in the course of time. 
They discussed it, reasoned about it, and frequently disagreed about 
portions of it. Certainly, the Holy Spirit must have had something 
to do with it, as He does with everything which magnifies the name 
of Jesus. There is probably nothing which happens to us which does 
not reflect his involvement in us and through us. But the suffering 
and anguish were human, and not divine, endured in the flesh and 
not in the spirit. The tears that were shed were human tears. 


It was a subject discussed wherever men gathered, at a log-~ 
raising or husking-bee, or on the porch of the store of a frontier 
merchant with his rude lot of supplies. It was the subject on stage- 
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coaches and riverboats, during slow and tedious journeys. Was it 
also a topic of conversation at a quilting, or apple butter stirrings, 
where women came together for a little respite from their loneli- 
ness? I dare say that it was, and what a joy it would be if by some 
reverse-time machine we could be transported back to 1825 and sit 


on a split log bench in a rude meetinghouse or in the forest, and 
listen in. 


We are also a part of history which is simply a record of the 
footprints of God in human affairs. He has always been a history- 
making God as the apostle pointed out to the Athenian philosophers 
on Mar's Hill. He has not closed up shop or bankrupted His power 
in our day. He is still making history, still in the remnant business 
and still working toward that grand climax of the ages which will 
answer the prayer of His dear Son. Only now we are His agents, 
and soon we will have moved through the wings and off the stage of 
action, and into the dreamless dust. We are either working with 
Him or against Him. We are either contributing to the unity or to 
the disunity of all believers. We are either gathering, or scattering 
abroad, as Jesus so well put it. 


it is one of the great tragedies of the human predicament that we 
can dream so high and fall so low. In our aspiration to be part of 
the Lord's church we deny the very principle on which it was 
founded. We end up like the unfaithful servant entrusted with His 
master's affairs, smiting our fellows and beating them because of 
the delayed return of our Lord. We speak evil of and entreat our 


brethren worse than those who are aliens to the cause we claim to 
love. 


It is a built-in feature of history that one day it will end. It hada 
beginning and it will have an ending. Only He who knows the end 
from the beginning, and who can call the things that be not as though 
they were, knows when that time will come, but come it will, as 
certainly as it exists now. This should drive us with real determi- 
nation. It should cause us to work without cessation. ''Blessed is 
the servant who, when his lord comes, he shall find so doing." 
Whether young or old we should determine the will of God and press 
forward in its accomplishment. The young should thank God they 
have so long to serve, the aged that it is almost finished! 


We are a part of the flowing tide of ongoing history but in a 
certain sense history began when we were born. And our history 
will end when we die. We cannot expect to make a great impact, 
but we can do what we can. And in the final day of gathering into 
the granary, the angel reapers will know that we were here, and 
that we contributed what we could to the betterment of humanity and 
the cause we loved more than life itself. a) 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 
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GOOD-NEWS IN GALATIANS __ ___Michael_ Hall 
HOW TO LIVE 


and enjoy 


YOUR SPIRITUAL FREEDOM 


Galatians 5:1-13 


Galatians is the Magna Charta of Emancipation for Christians. 
Set against the perversity of legalism, the good-news of being set 
free "to be free" is emblazed in terse words. 


Paul's ministry of good-news through that manumition of Christ 
was at stake. Troublers had arisen in the Christian churches 
throughout Galatia terrifying and agitating the believers with the 
bad news that they needed to strictly observe a lot of Jewish laws. 
But Paul preached that they had been set free from that. ''God sent 
his own Son...to purchase freedom for the subjects of the law in 
order that we might attain the status of sons. ...Christ set us free, 
to be free men. Stand firm, then, and refuse to be tied to the yoke 
of slavery again" (Gal. 4:5, 5:1, NEB). 


In Galatians, Paul presented the ‘truth of the good-news" as 
announced beforehand by Abraham; the good-news of celebration 
that "in thy (Abraham's) seed, all nations would be blessed" (3:8). 
But actual experience of the celebration rests in trusting God not 
depending upon law. It is through faith, not legal perfection, that 
the inheritance comes. "Inheritance" of the treasure makes one a 
true child of Abraham (a child of faith) (3:29). 


And what does it mean being a "child" (offspring) of Abraham? 
Well, it doesn't mean being an infant or minor. "So long as the 
heir is a minor, he is no better off than a slave..." (4:1, NEB). 
Nor does it mean being an Ishmael in spirit, a child of the flesh, a 
child of a slave-woman. It means, conversely, being an Isaac, a 
child of laughter, a child of the spirit, a child of the free, hence an 
offspring who is mature and responsible, free and spiritual (Ch. 4). 


Now, let's examine the freedom-life. How is it lived? What does 
it entail? Galatians 5 provides the answer. 


Freedom as used in Galatians stems from the metaphor of a child 
who has grown up to inherit his father's riches and who is respon— 
sible enough to make mature decisions about the direction of his 
life. That's where the word FREEDOM comes from in this context. 
He is no longer a minor, but a full-fledged son (4:1~7). 


Living the freedom-~-life then means courageously utilizing ones 
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freedom and not cringing like a crybaby infear. ‘Stand firm, then, 
and refuse to be tied to the yoke of slavery again" (5:1, NEB). Don't 
get shackled or entangled again with the bondage of law. 


Law-living is dangerous to the spiritual life! The man or woman 
who depends on law-keeping is, 1) "under obligation to keep the 
entire law.'' You just can't pick and choose. Either relate to God 
by doing it yourself or depending on God's gift (5:2-3). 


2) For the law-keeper, "when you seek to be justified by way of 
law, your relation with Christ is completely severed; you have 
fallen out of the domain of God's grace.” "Christ will do you no 
good at all"' (5:2,4, NEB). That's pretty rough consequences. You 
had better take a second look at legalism, whatever guise it may 
come in. It's an act of spiritual SUICIDE! It cancels and nullifies 
the atonement of Jesus in one stroke. "If you are counting on 
circumcision and keeping the Jewish laws to make you right with 
God, then Christ cannot save you” (Living Bible). 


Freedom-living is succinctly summarized in this way: ‘Our hope 
of attaining that righteousness which we eagerly await is the work 
of the Spirit through faith. If we are in union with Christ Jesus, 
circumcision makes no difference at all, nor does the want of it; 
the only thing that counts is faith active in love" (5:5,6, NEB). 


Analysis of those verses reveals that the freedom-life means 1) 
eagerly awaiting perfection. We're not now perfect. Perfectionism 
(in morals, knowledge, or anything) is therefore out. We're not 
saved inthat way. 2) Right-with-Godness results from the work of 
the Holy Spirit, operative through our faith. God's Spirit forgives, 
cleanses, renews and enlivens. That's why there must be a de- 
pendence on Him. 3) The only thing that counts is faith energized 
by Love. Both the passive and active elements of the Christian life 
are delicately balanced in that statement. Ovr faith both WAITS and 
WORKS, It waits in eager expectation for what the Spirit is doing 
and it works energetically through love. Ovr work makes our hope 
sober, reasonable and practical. Ovr love gives our faith hands 
and feet, then hope lends it wings. Love sparks a fire in the heart, 
sets the blood coursing through the veins, while hope puts a light 
that gleems in the eyes and that dances on the tongue. Love, faith, 
hope—the basic ingredients of the freedom -life which makes it 
balanced and integrated. 


Live infreedom. Accept the emancipation which Jesus has given 
you. Don't get yourself tangled up with any law-system, for it'll 
distort the good-news of celebration. That's what happened to the 
Galatians with the resultant consequence that they stopped "follow- 
ing the truth" (5:7) and began "fighting one another, tooth and nail"! 
(5:15). Legalism just doesn't work—it isn't any real fun spiritually. 

305 S. Skinker, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 CS 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH 


R. L. Kilpatrick 


Part | 


He who delves deeper into the spiritual elements of salvation in 
search of understanding will eventually reach that plateau where he 
finds it extremely difficult to make a positive statement that will 
hold true in allcases. At this level the dividing line between truth 
and error seems mighty thin. There are always variables present 
that will make any positive assertion true in one sense and false in 
another. For example, he who declares that salvation is by "faith 
alone" is stating truth in light of the Roman letter, but utters error 
in light of James 2. For this reason it becomes essential to qualify 
such statements to avoid misunderstanding, and often to avoid the 
charge of teaching false doctrine. Many such examples may be 
given; for instance, there is a sense in which we live "under law" 
and a sense in which we do not; a sense in which we are "sinners" 
and a sense in which we are not; a sense in which Jesus "destroyed 
the law" without annihilating it; and a sense in which a sinner is 
"righteous" and in a slightly different sense a "righteous sinner, " 
and on and on. 


Another fallacy is that in dealing with the finer points of scrip- 
ture, there is this tendency to stress some doctrines to such an 
extent that attention is drawn away from other equally important 
doctrines, even to the point of misunderstanding them. For exam- 
ple, 'faith''can be stressed to the point that "works" appear to be 
unimportant. The converse is also true, and, alas, too often the 
case. Similarly, when faith is consistently taught as just another 
"doctrine" in the plan of salvation, the tendency is to overlook the 
"principle" of faith, This has happened in our brotherhood society 
to such extent that the principleof faith, the foundation of righteous - 
ness, is seldom understood and therefore untaught. 


Very possibly we too have overstressed some points of doctrine 
that may have been misleading. For example, we have said over 
and over that in redemption God "imputes righteousness to the 
sinner’s account through faith" and that nothing worthwhile exists 
in the sinner so as to incur divine favor. While we still maintain 
the truthfulness of this general statement, it can be carried to such 
an extreme that it becomes untrue. In our efforts to magnify the 
grace of God in redemption, we may very well leave the impression 
that the sinner is totaily "worthless." A little reflection here should 
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place the matter in perspective. God is not a God who would allow 
his Son to die for someone totally worthless. Therefore, there is 
some "good"' in man. Man was "created in the image of God" and 
this image remains. Adulterated by sin, for sure, but the goodis 
still present and is called forth through the gospel. 


A MATTER OF CONTEXT 


As much as we would prefer to continue without introducing the 
negative side, there is a matter of controversy surrounding the 
subject of imputed righteousness that should be mentioned. We 
would hope that what we discuss in this article might shed light on 
the matter. Thevery core of the problems involved in the subject 
of faith-righteousness centers around the difficulty of context. A 
speaker may speak truth in his own context but be received as false 
by one who listens in another context. There are those who state 
positively that "God imputes righteousness to those who are un- 
worthy."’ On the other side, and with equal force, there are those 
who deny that God can impute righteousness to one who is unworthy. 
In rebuttal we hear, ‘'It's ridiculous to think that God makes right- 
eous those who are UNrighteous!" In their own contexts both of 
these affirmations are correct. When the speaker avers that God 
imputes righteousness, he is correct in the context of the faith 
principle, but when the same statement is heard in the context of 
"personal", inner righteousness, the speaker is in error in the 
mind of the hearer. It depends on whether we speak in the context 
of faith” or in the context of "character.'' So when brethren state 
that God imputes righteousness to those who are not "really" right- 
eous, it is true only in the context of faith, but it is false in the 
context of personal righteousness. 


God does not declare righteousness upon the character of a sin- 
ner, because the sinner wiil always be a sinner. So when he does 
declare a sinner righteous it can only have reference to faith. He 
cannot declare a man's character to be righteous if it is NOT right- 
eous! But when He declares a sinner to be righteous, the sinner & 
righteous. This is perfectly illustrated in the case of Abraham. 
Abraham could not bring before God his great deeds in exchange for 
righteousness. Abraham's deeds were "'personat" accomplishments, 
the product of ''self"', and contained no justifying element. So when 
God declared him right, it was on the basis of faith. Abraham WAS 
righteous. But note the context. He was UNrighteous in character 
but righteous in faith. Now, was Abraham REALLY righteous, or 
did God just pretend that he was? Was the "declaration" of right- 
eousness just a substitute for the real thing? Can we even say that 
Abraham's faith was the "equivalent"' of righteousness? To say that 
it was equivalent would suggest that it was not the same but just as 
good as. Does God pretend? If not, then we can be sure that when 
God declared Abraham to be righteous he was really and truly 
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righteous. It wasn't "pretend like" or "as if'', it was real! This 
is the only conclusion that may be drawn from Romans 4 (which we 
will discuss in more detail further on). Therefore, we can say that 
there is indeed virtue in faith which God looks upon in divine favor 
and pronounces to be "right. "’ 


Let us now direct the reader to our previous statement that there 
will always be variables present that will make any positive affir- 
mation true in one sense and false in another. What is stated above 
must be understood within the sense and setting of the "principle" 
of faith. He who listens in the context of personal character will, 
and rightly so, declare it false. The obvious solution to this prob- 
lem is for both speaker and listener to speak and hear in the same 
context. 


Perhaps it would also help if we understood that imputed right- 
eousness is not the transference of a moral property into the heart 
of the sinner. In fact, it is not a transference of anything. It is 
simply a matter of declaring faith to be right. So when God im- 
putes righteousness to sinners he is merely stating a fact that 
already exists. His faith IS righteousness. God only acknowledges 
the fact that it is. There is no change in character, for it is already 
a matter of record that Abraham could not 'boast"’ of his works 
which some might attempt to submit to God as proof of personal 
righteousness. 'But not before God", says Paul. All works are 
imperfect works, and because they are the products of self they are 
tainted with sin. God cannot declare this to be "right’’. On the 
other side, faith is not stained by sin and God says itis right. It is 
true that faith is imperfect, but it is imperfect in the sense that it 
is limited in the degree that it can honor and glorify God. But to 
the degree in which it can, it is right. 


Faith- Righteousness 


While we understand that Jesus Himself is the foundation of 
Christianity —'‘for no other foundation can any man lay ''—the prin- 
ciple which allows the sinner to stand upon that foundation lies with- 
in faith. Christianity is built upon a foundation of principles. The 
gospel is to be understood in terms of "principles" as well as in 
terms of ''doctrine.'" But when principles are interpreted in light 
of doctrine, the result is a failure to understand the ''grounds"” upon 
which the Christian system rests. One of the chief reasons why the 
book of Romans is not better understood is that brethren study from 
the standpoint of doctrine rather than principle. 


Luther said that the book of "Romans is the clearest gospel of 
all.'' By that he meant that no other New Testament book clarifies 
the meaning of 'gospel''as does the book of Romans—while other 
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books, generally speaking, tend more to show the application of the 
principles. In Romans, not only are principles set forth to clarify 
gospel, those same principles establish the legal base for the 
Christian system and its right to exist as a religious institution. 
Christianity rests upon a legal base, and Romans is the "originating 
document" that establishes it. 


in studying the subject of justification it is essential that we make 
distinction between principle and doctrine. The "principle of faith" 
and the ‘doctrine of faith'' are not the same thing. The doctrine of 
faith is faith interpreted in an individualistic sense of mentally 
believing, which is subjective faith. Faith is taught as doctrine 
when it becomes one of the essentials in the plan of salvation, and 
given the same status as repentence, confession and baptism; be- 
cause faith here is thought of in terms of the ''mental act." Or, 
even if we combine all steps in the plan and give it the general title 
of "faith", it is still doctrine and does not explain the "principle"' 
of faith. Certainly the mental act of believing is essential, and 
certainly we cannot dismiss the essentiality of obedience. It is 
necessary because obedience is response. It is the sinner's "yes" 
to the offer of salvation. The sinner must "respond" to salvation 
"in order to"' salvation. But care must be taken lest we confuse the 
response with the "ground" of salvation. ‘'Response" is doctrine, 
and "'zround" is principle. 


Faith is the principle that establishes the ground upon which God 
declares righteousness. Otherwise we would have to say that God 
acts arbitrarily, that he selected faith but could have chosen some 
other arbitrary means by which to justify. But God does not act 
arbitrarily. His every act is by design and every act rests upon 
grounds consistent with divine nature. There is indeed something 
in faith that serves as the basis for God's declaration of righteous- 
ness. There ts something in faith that is "right", and he who is 
right is "righteous."' To be right, however, does not necessarily 
mean one is right in moral character. It seems only natural for one 
to think of righteousness as the opposite of sin, that since sinis a 
degradation of moral character, righteousness should be the very 
opposite. But in redemption this is not true. Righteousness is not 
a property in one’s character. The kind of righteousness that is 
declared upon the basis of faith is not a reflection upon moral 
character, but upon the sinner's "'state.'’ The imputation of right- 
eousness is nothing more than God's declaration, pronouncement of 
pardon upon the sinner. It doesn't mean that the sinner has suddenly 
become morally good, but that he has "realigned" himself with God. 
His thinking is "'right."' He is on the "right'' road and walking the 
"right" way.'' Therefore, through faith the sinner has "righted" 
himself in that he serves the purpose of his creation. He is then 
"counted" as right in his relationship, "aligament"’, with God. This 
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is that which Paul refers to as ''the righteousness of faith''. In his 
commentary on Romans, Barclay translates "dikaiosune" (right- 
eousness, also translated "justification'') as "right-relationship" in 
almost all cases. Perhaps it would help to make this mental trans- 
lation while studying the subject of righteousness. 


THE INNER ELEMENTS OF RIGHTEOUSNESS 


Paul assigns a meaning to righteousness which is out of the 
ordinary. Whoever heard of anyone being made righteous who was 
not "right''? This is sheer foolishness! But this is exactly what 
Paul said to the Corinthians, "...it pleased God through the folly of 
what we preach to save those who believe" (I Cor. 1:21, cf vs. 18). 
The righteousness of God bestowed upon the undeserving is foolish- 
ness to the natural man. Humanly speaking we just don't think or 
reason in such fashion. Man reasons that anything received of value 
must be compensated by something of like value. In Jewish thought, 
and in much twentieth-century thought, that something of "like 
value” is "works (deeds) of righteousness." 


Here again is one of those instances where over-emphasis on one 
subject could possibly mislead by distracting from ofher equally 


important truths. What is said about counting righteousness on the 
basis of faith rather than on moral goodness may seem to detract 
from the essentiality of moral goodness. Wherever possible we 
should take steps to counterbalance. It is true that there is moral 
improvement in those who are justified, for it is not possible for 
one to readjust his lifestyle to match the lifestyle of God (as far as 
he is able) without maling moral adjustments. But the point is that 
the "improvement" comes as a result of justification and not the 
other way around. To say that one is justified by inner goodness 
is to assign the cause of justification to the by-product rather than 
to the product. Both moral goodness and faith are vital to one's 
salvation. It's simply a matter of which one shall we assigM as the 
"cause" that places us in right relationship. This too is vital. It is 
really a question of whether we credit ourselves or whether we give 
credit to Him who made salvation available; of whether we give God 
the glory because of His goodness or whether we glorify ourselves 
because of our goodness. 


Fruits of the Spirit, the elements of moral righteousness, takes 
shape and begins to grow at the point of justification. From this 
point on, he who is justified begins his life of sanctification. Fruits 
of the Spirit are the spiritual children born to active parents (faith). 
Therefore, the "cause" of righteousness lies within the principle of 
faith that gives birth to moral righteousness. 
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RIGHTEOUSNESS RECKONED 


We can easily accept as fact Paul's statement of fact that "Abra- 
ham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness" 
(Rom. 4:3). However, we are not content to arrest our search for 
truth at this point, for to do so is tantamount to blind faith. What 
is the inner content of this thing called righteousness? Is ‘there 
ground for the reckoning of righteousness through faith? What are 
the inherent factors in faith that motivates God to count faith as the 
equivalent of righteousness? And in what sense does righteousness 
take on the character of "right relationship" rather than of "right 
character"? 


Concisely, the grounds for the reckoning of righteousness through 
faith is that faith restores to God what sin removed from God. To 
say that "faith restores" has to mean that something was taken 
away, and we have only to determine what that something was. That 
which was taken away is clearly stated in Romans 1:2], 23: ‘'For 
although they knew God they did not HONOR him as God or give 
thanks to him... and exchanged the GLORY of the immortal God 
for images..." (my caps.). Note that it was the choice of man to 
rob God of honor and glory, ''choosing rather to serve the creature 
rather than the Creator" (vs. 25). Refusing to retain God in their 
knowledge (referring to Gentiles) destroys honor. Sin in man adul- 
terates the divine image in man and glory is destroyed. For this 
was man created. God's purpose for his creation is destroyed by 
sin. k is "not right", unright-ness, to withhold that for which man 
was created. 


Therefore, sin estranges man from God's love. Since it was 
man's choice to sin, then it is a case of man estranging himself 
from God. His relationship with his Creator is "mal-aligned" for 
he no longer walks “uprightly."’ His life is a state of unright-ness. 


Faith restores to God what sin took away from God. Faith looks 
up in recogoition that God exists and that ''He rewards those who 
seek him" (Heb. 11:6). Honor and glory are restored when faith 
becomes obedient, for through obedience man realigns himself 
with his Creator and serves the purpose for his creation. Through 
faith man wajks uprightly, and through it he is justified (Rom. 5:1). 


To declare righteousness is to pronounce pardon. To "impute’”’ 
(reckon, count, declare, pronounce) is to declare that faith is ac- 
cepted AS righteousness because faith restores and makes right. 
This faith, imperfect though it is, is atl that mancan give. How- 
ever, it is sufficient. God counts it as righteousness. He made 
his Son to be a sin-offering "in order that we might become the 
righteousness of God" through faith (IM Cor. 5:21). To "become" 
God's righteousness is to become God's "right" people. (cant inued) 
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EDITORIAL - from page 2 


Those who write articles for the Ensign are free to write their 
honest convictions without feeling that they must conform to the 
stance of the editor, in fact they may be in total disagreement with 
the editor. The writers whose names appear in the Ensign under- 
stand that their articles constitutes no endorsement of the editor's 
views, nor of other writers’, nor of the magazine itself. Likewise, 
the converse is also true. This is what we mean by openness. We 
make no attempt to get writers together to iron out opposing state- 
ments so as to appear harmonious. What each writer says must 
stand or fall on its own merit, and should anyone take exception he 
should write to the author, not the editor. This doesn't mean that 
we intend to print any and every hair-brained idea that comes along, 
nor articles written in rebuttal that belittle and insult the editor or 
other writers. This sort of thing has no place in Christian journal- 
ism nor anywhere else. But articles that have "redeemable" 
quality we will print when time and space permits. 


| The ENSIGN is printed monthly by the Ensign Fair Publications of 
' Huataville, Alabama, and is edited by R. L. Kilpatrick. The Ensign 
is dedicated to the restoration of spiritual freedom in Christ and the 
unity of all believers who acknowledge Christ as Lord. The magazine 
is further dedicated to the renewal of the teaching of "Justification By 
Faith" and the imputed righteousness of Christ as the basis of our 
standing before God. Manuscripts written to advance these teachings 
are welcomed. Ensign Fair Publications is approved by the IRS as a 
Tax-Exempt Private Foundation and donations sent for the support of 
this magazine are tax deductible. Subscription price: $3 per year, 
foreign, $5, and bundles af 20, $4 each. Mail all correspondence to 
Ensign, 2710 Day Road, Huntsville, AL 35801. Phone: (205) 536-9820) 
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EDITORIAL 


MORE MEANINGFUL MATTERS FOR MEMBERS 
MAROONED IN THE MORASS OF 
MUSHROOMING MEDIOCRITY 


Some brethren think they see a trend in our teaching that is lead- 
ing us away from our orthodox position en baptism. I'm more in- 
clined to believe that what they see is more of a de-emphasis of the 
subject rather than a departure from the orthodox. I believe breth- 
ren are beginning to see baptism in a much clearer perspective, 
that it is not the most important thing in the Christian's life. They 
are beginning to understand that baptism is a past historical event 
that concerned our spiritual birth—which for some of us was so far 
back we don't care to remember—and holds no applicable value for 
Christians already Christians. Think of this: In social gatherings 
our brethren find many interesting topics for conversation in the 
social and physical realms, i.e., the economy, gasoline! taxes, 
inflation, medicare, health, ageing, etc. But how many times have 
you listened in and heard the topic of one's "physical birth" dis~ 
cussed! ? Never, I venture to say. Why not? Because our physical 
birth is a past, obvious, historical occurance that needs no further 
proof, and, infact, no one even doubts it. It holds no real concern 
for us; notice that we don't argue about it either. How would we 
discuss it? Every adult knows how he was born, so why would 
anyone select it as a subject for discussion ? 


Relative to physical matters we can apply common sense, bnt why 
do we have so much trouble applying common sense when it comes 
to spiritual matters? Why do we come together regularly and allow 
the details of our spiritual birth to dominate our thoughts, attention, 
study, classes, time, and even series' of sermons? Brethren I 
have been tempted to say this for a long time, and now I'm going to 
throw all editorial caution to the wind and Say it. ‘We've got water 
on the brain"! Our preachers continue to apply the "squeeze test” 
to every New Testament passage hoping to wring out a drop of 
water. Our total obscession with baptism is a bafflying, modern-day 
Church of Christ phenomenon. .. or is it just plain sectarianism ? 


HOW SHOULD WE THEN LIVE? 


"How ‘should we then live" is the question -title of a historical 
documentary film series by Francis A. Schaeffer, that traces our 
Western thought and culture from the ancient Romans down to the 
present time. In view of this history the question is asked, "How 
should we then live", so as to insure our survival and to exert an 
influence upon our culture ? (turn to page 77) 


2 (102) 


DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE (Series) No. 3 
Repentance and Reformation 


Olan Hicks gS 


Harriman, Tenn. 


A very crucial aspect of the subject of making right the lives of 
those who have been blemished by unscriptural divorce and remar- 
riage, is the question of what constitutes actual reformation of life 
in the case? What is the measure of genuine repentence? Our 
purpose in this article is to show that the separationist concept of 
repentence and reformation differs radically from the concept set 
forth in the new testament. One thing that makes this point ex- 
tremely important is the fact that it also involves making an appli- 
cation of grace, which is avery basic Bible doctrine. Discussions 
of the divorce issue have brought to light a fact that I was suycked 
to learn, namely that so many of us had reached a point_in our 
thinkine so rerouslv close to eliminating grace from the scene 
altogether. Not- realizing this, I was surprised when brethren 
began to preach about an jnflesible "law of restitution," whose 
demands had fo be satisfied before this particular sin could be 
regarded 8s paracned. it aoes not yet seem to nave come to be 
applied to ali sins in general, but apparently some steps have been 
taken in this direction, as is evidenced by the fact that so many are 
unable to see around it regarding this sin. This comes dangerously 
close to a rejection of the whole idea of grace. 








WHAT IS THE QUESTION? 


Our situation today is complicated by the fact that a great many 
brethren are so verv nositive that thev have the absolute, unques~ 
tionahle answers, who acfyally do not even have the questions yet. 
We have always contended that religious questi6éns can "be=tauken to 
the Bible and resolved there, and I still believe this is true. But 
first we do have to understand what the question is for which we 
seek the answer. Raising falsg issues and shooting down straw men 
does not benefit the caysé of truth. Neither does misrepresenting 
your Opposition. Men who are truly objective in their handling of 
evidences have no need of tactics such as that. On this subject the 
question in dispute is not whether divorcing a wife, without forni- 
cation as a cyjuse. and marrving another. constitutes the committing 
of adultery. It does. Our question is not_whether_re cé'in- 


herently demands The cessation of a sin. It does. Our question is 













cy 


not whether baptism will cleanse a sinful relationship and make it a rh 


righteous ong. It_wili not. The question upon which we differ, and 


for which we need a Bible answer, is the question of whether or not /., Z 
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a perpetual contamination extends to the marriage state itself be- 
cause of the fact that it was produced through unscriptural actions. 
They were. It is a question of whether or not the matrimonial state 
produced by these actions is also sinful because the actions of entry 
were. If the matrimonial state itself constitutes a_ continuing 
practice of adultery, then of course repentence would demand its 
cessation. But if this is not the case, then repentence would not 
demand the cessation of it. This then is our question. 


PERPETUAL CONTAMINATION ? 


All homosexual relationships are to be condemned because of 
wickedness if | | a re é relationsnins such as 
incest, etc. But a marriage between a man and a woman, not 
involving perversion, cannot be condemned on grounds of inherent 
wickedness in the nature of the relationship itself, for the Bible 
tells us "Marriage is honorable in all and the bed undefiled" (Heb. 
13:4). This is not said of homosexuality in any situation. Therefore 
if a certain male-female marriage is to be declared NOT honorable 
and that bed defiled if Ras to be se ‘ud ed on the basis of a con- 
tinuing contamination which eminates from the sins that hegan it, 
not on the basis of the tyne of relationshiv itself beine wicked, for 
God has approved the man-woman marital relafionship. What God 
has Cleansed we must not call common or unclean. I submit that 
the case for extending the contamination of the entry sins to the 
entire relationship is neither reasonable nor scriptural. One may 
as well argue for a perpetual state of righteousness based on one 
righteous act. And many do, as is demonstrated in the "Once saved, 
always saved" theory. ff the fact of sinful actions at the instigation 
of a relationship perpetually contaminates the entire relationship, 
regardless of the actions being right from there on, then why would 
not righteous actions at the beginning of a relationship perpetually 
sanctify the entire relationship, regardless of actions being wrong 
from that point on? This is the premise upon which the doctrine of 
unconditional eternal security rests. But it is incorrect because 
the Bible very pointedly says otherwise (1 Cor. 10:12). The same is 
true of the theory of perpetual contamination of a marriage. It is 
incorrect for the same reason. 





Some teach that the Greek word translated ‘commits adultery" in 
Matthew 19:9, should be understood to denote the continuing conta- 
mination idea, "He keeps on committing adultery." But it is not so 
translated by any of the accepted versions among us, and the reason 
is that the Greek text does not justify it. While the punctiliar or 
linear nature of present tense verbs cannct be positively established 
by the word itself, in this case the evidence strongly favors a 
punctiliar meaning. For students of Greek who would like to re- 
search the matter further, we would cite you to Dana and Matey's 
manual, pg. 181, and to A. T. Robertson's grammar, pg. 864. A 
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more detailed treatment of this point occurs in my full length book, 
"What the Bible Says About Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage, " 
pgs. 31-32. Suffice it to say here that the very nature of the 
statement itself in Matthew 19:9 repudiates the continuing contami- 
nation idea. It is a sentence with a conditional clause in which two 
things are said to equal another thing. When a man puts away his 
fat wire and marries another, in doing these two things he 
commits adultery. If he does these two things twice, he commits 
adultery twice. If he does these two things three times, he com- 
mits adultery three times. As many times as he does these two 
things, that many times he commits what Jesus said here is 
adultery. To illustrate: Similar language is used in 1 Corinthians 
11:26 concerning the Lord's supper. ‘'As often as ye eat this bread 
and drink this cup, ye do show the Lord's death till he comes." 
Here again. two thines are eauated with one thing. Eating the bread 
and drinking the cup constitutes showing the Lord’s death till he 
comes. Who would arsue that once a man takes of the bread and 
thé Cup he has entered into a perpetual showing of the Lord's death 
forever after, whether he ever takes it again or not? Some church 
members appear to believe that, but surély no one would argue that 
the verse says it. The language itself clearly states how often the 
showing of his death is accomplished, as often as the bread and the 
cup are taken. Precisely the same thing is true of the adultery in 
Matthew 19:9. The lanseuage of the verse itself clearly indicates 
how often the adultery is committed. as often as the man buts away 
a faithful wife and marries another. There is absolutely no justi- 
fication in the passage for the perpetual contamination theory. 


A LAW OF RESTITUTION ? 


I have never found in scripture a precisely stated law of restitu- 
tion for Christians. There are of course, reasonable implications 
in the very meaning of repentance and reformation. The fundament- 
al idea of a changed attitude toward certain wrongs or iiustices 
would include a natural desire to correct them. But this is not at 
all the same thing as the notion that restitution in kind is inflexibly 
required by Biblical law, even in cases where such restitution 
would further mistreat the wronged party. For example, suppose 
a woman divorces an unfaithful husband because of his fornication, 
and then marries a faithful man and establishes a much better and 
happier home than she has ever known before. This woman does 
not want restitution to a miserable life with an unfaithful husband, 
and most of us would agree that the Bible does not require that of 
her. Well, down goes your “law of restitution" right there. But 
then, after admitting this, men will argue that there is still sucha 
law for him, and it would give him only the option of restoring to 
her something which is against her will, or spending the rest of his 
life in celibacy, which would not benefit either of them in any way. 
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That, in fact, is not restitution after all. It is substitution. In this 
Jine of thought the measure of repentence seems to be conceived of 
as meaning that a person guilty of mistreating another, must either 
restore to the person precisely in kind, or if that cannot be, then 
he must inflict enough suffering and deprivation upon himself to 
satisfy for the misdeed, which in this case is not satisfiable. This 
is the old Catholic concept of penance and asceticism. it differs 
vastlv from the Bible teaching of répentence. It repudiates grace 
entirely in that it does not allow the offended party to forgive the 
other and completely wipe out the personal debt, even if she so 
desires, and it does not allow God to cleanse the guilt of the sin in 
the blood of Christ. It does not leave the guilty man any way to 
ever achieve complete and actual release from this sin as long 
as he lives on earth. In_other words, this deed becomes a second 
unpardonable Sin. 


In the new testament we find a man attempting to resolve his sin 
according to the "restitution’’ philosophy, and he is set forth in 
scripture as the ultimate example of complete spiritual disaster. 
Judas Iscariot betrayed Jesus for thirty pieces of silver. When he 
realized the evil he had done he went back to the temple and tried 
to return the money, saying, “I have sinned in that I have betrayed 
innocent blood.'' But the priests refused to take back the money so 
he cast it down on the floor and went out and hanged himself. This 
man failed to make peace with himself, peace with God, or peace 
with his fellowman. Apparently he did not realize that he could 
have had all three through the system of grace, even though he 
could not undo his crime. But by taking the "restitution" route he 
wound up stuck with his sin for all eternity. The betrayal of Christ 
was a terrible sin, but even this could have been forgiven, but not 
by the restitution process. Thus it develops that the man who 
betrayed the Lord was condemned eternally, while some who hada 
part in his actual murder were forgiven. The difference is in the 
fact that they accepted the grace provided for in the gospel. Judas 
did not. 


A new testament case illustrating this truth is that of the prodigal 
son (Luke 15). When he returned to his father after the "riotous 
living" episode, he said simply, "I have sinned against heaven and 
in thy sight, and am no more worthy to be called thy son. Make me 
as one of thy hired servants." His father did not demand that he re- 
cover and return the wasted "substance"'before he could be received 
back. He did not demand any Kind of an accountine for anything 
rutroacilly, “We sent Teter meee cen tas bucl end sald, 
"He was lost and now is found, was dead but now is alive again." 
The elder brother was angry and did not understand the "justice" of 
this at all. We seem to have a great many "elder brothers” in the 
church today. But Jesus told this story to illustrate how grace 


————— 
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works in the gospel. The demands of repentance are that the person 
"come to hin siete tt or change his mind about the thine that is sin 









and resolve never to do it again, obtain the forgiveness of the 
wronged_ party ii possible, and obtain God's forgiveness in the 
scripturally appointed wa Res es be in 


. . : & 
order and it might somediiies be decidedly NOT in order. It is a 
serious error to make that an absolute measure of the genuineness 


of repentance. Repentance and PENANCE are by no means the 
same thing. Goaly sorrow and ASCETICISM are not the same thing. 
Many preachers y need to give some more study to these 
differences. 


Preachers loyal to the Bible have always preached that the phy- 
sical consequences of sin are not always reversable, and that this 
is not an essential condition to deliverance from the sin. Some 
consefuences take a lone time to repair and some are never Tully 
repaired. But two things are essential and these aré, I) removal 
of it ~t of the sin and 2 remov 
Thé guilt of the sin from going to mate to mate Can be removed only 
by the blood of Christ through God's grace, not by celibacy or 
penance or any such thing. The practice of the sin of going from 
mate to mate can be removed only by a firm resolution not to do it 
again, followed by faithfully carrying out that resolution. This is 
repentance and reformation of life as taught in the scriptures. 
Abundant examples of this principle being applied occur in the 
apostolic record. But not one single. example of the absolute resti- 





tution theory being applied is written in the inspired pattern. Here 
we rest our case that it is both unreasonable and unscriptural. If, 
in a given case, restitution can be made and both parties so desire, 
then so let it be. But let us not so alter the word of God as to make 
this a required condition, essential to the removal of the guilt and 
practice of the sin. God's word has not so decreed. oo 
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EDITORIAL - from page 2 


This question is especially appropriate for us of the Church of 
Christ. As a church, how should we then live in these changing 
fimes in which the old and established values are no longer recog- 
nized nor respected? This is avital concern. Preachers ought to 
allow it to occupy their time, study, and made the subject of their 
sermons. The church doesn't need a perpetual diet of birth food. 
How should we, as a church, "come across" in this materialistic 
society so as to have an influence on it, and so that we might begin 
a trend toward a return to God? As individuais, how should we live 
as moral beings in an immoral society, and how do we apply the 

(turn to page 9) 
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af FELLOWSHIP IN CORINTH af 


W. Car! Ketcherside 
St. Louis, Mo 


It seems quite clear from a reading of the apostolic letters that 
fellowship is not based upon an unqualified obedience or untarnished 
conformity to everything that was taught. This seems somewhat 
incredible to us, having been reared to believe that the slightest 


deviation makes it impossible. It is only when one realizes that 
fellowship is that glorious relations o which one has been 






Those who have Seeuistea _ as essential to fellowship 
have always had to reckon with Corinth. Paul did not write to them 
to straighten them out on the fellowship issue, for it was something 
they did not have screwed up in their minds. Their problem was 
putting it into practice. But if they could be in the fellowship with 
all of the things that were wrong with them, it comes as a sad 
rebuke to those who today would break the ties over such trivia as 
is credited with having created our seamy divisions. 


One who trusts in his own righteousness and refuses to have any- 
thing to do with "brethren in error" would have had difficult choices 
in Corinth. He might have been tempted to go "back down home" or 
to join with a few others in a small remnant of the same ilk to start 
a faithful church” in the Odd Fellows Hall on the corner of Tenth 
and Main Streets. He finds it hard to believe that Paul called aJ1 of 
them his brethren and beloved children. He finds it stiJl] harder 
to understand why he told them that "you are God's temple and that 
God dwells in you." This is doubly difficult to believe if one holds 
that the Spirit dwells in us only through the Word, which was the 
very thing they were disobeying. 


It bothers them that Paul wanted to visit such a congregation after 
passing through Macedonia, and even stay with them and spend the 
winter, and be helped on his journey by them afterwards. Most of 
them would not have been caught dead in such a place. And as for 
sending a young preacher like Timothy to see them and to"be put at 
ease among them" they could not conceive how anyone could have 
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rested easy while there. Corinth poses a real problem and proves 
a real trial to those who seriously think about fellowship, but that is 
the very thing a lot of folks will not do. 


The Corinthians were glaringly wrong about matters of behavior, 
and even farther off on matters of doctrine. Yet Paul conveyed the 
greetings of aJl the churches in Asia, as well as those of all the 
brethren, including those who met in the home of Acquila and 
Priscilla. He even wrote his personal tribute in his own hand, and 
ended by sayjng, ‘'My love be with you all." In doing so, he prob- 
ably furnished us with one of the finest examples of how to regard a 
community of saints which is all mixed up and full of problems. 


The real secret is found in chapter eleven where he begins by 
saying, ‘I commend you," and goes on in verse 17 to add, ‘But in 
the following instructions I do not commend you." This is the secret 
of working with any congregation. I do not ever remember being 
with one where I agreed with everything that was said and done. All 
of them pursue certain policies which I would change if I had my 
way. But i simply commend what I can, and refrain from commend- 
ing what I cannot, and love all who are there, and count them all as 
my brothers. I realize that God had to be ever so gracious to 
receive me into his fellowship with all my wrong ideas, so { am 
charitable with others. cS 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 
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EDITORIAL - from page 7 


Christian principles to the many every-day problems? How can we 
keep the saved saved, and save the unsaved? 


The time has come to ‘fall back, pick up the brass and prepare 
to charge", as they say in the Army; meaning that we ought to settle 
back and survey our history in that perhaps if we can see where 
weve beenwe might get our bearings on where we're going. It is 
essential that the church move into the twentieth century and con« 
cern itself with matters relevant to twentieth-century society. This 
means to re-evaluate priorities and put the emphasis where it be- 
longs. Let's forget about spiritual birth and focus on spiritual 
living. Like Schaeffer, let's look into our Reformation history on 
the possibility that we might locate the point where we took the 
wrong turn, when we begin to teach the "plan" instead of the "Man", 
when we became the "only Christians" instead of "Christians only”, 
when elders became "rulers" instead of "leaders", and when our 
preachers became "the clergy" instead of "just a member". Then 


perhaps we may find our way out of the sectarian maze and relocate 
the ‘old paths." jana 
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GOOD-NEWS FROM GALATIANS 


Enjoying Your Freedom to BE 


Galatians 5-13-26 
Michael Hal] 


St. Louis, Missouri 


No chapter more poignantly delienates the meaning of freedom- 
living in Christ than Galatians Five. God's good-news involves 
freedom in living. "Christ set us free to be free men." But being 
emancipated for the new life doesn't guarantee we'll experience the 
new, fresh and vital LIFE, 


Two dangers face every free man and woman in Christ. These 
two dangers, at opposite ends, pulls toward a polarization at either 
end. At the far right lies legalism. (Gal. 5:1-12), see Sept. article). 
That's what I'm going to deal with in this article. 


Free men and women ought to get this one fact down solidly in 
their heads: Jesus Christ did not free us to lust, indulge in the flesh 
or abuse our liberation to run roughshod over others! I have no 
doubt that the freedom of those of us who are indeed “free in Christ" 
have scared some legalist who would otherwise like to look into the 
new world Jesus created of liberation. 


But if bondage and yokes of rules dissipates the power of freedom 
for those on the far right, then abuse of freedom enervates the 
principle of freedom for those on the left. Neither expresses God's 
ideal plan. He wants us to be free in order to BE. To BE new 
creatures, to BE creative and loving persons like Himself, to BE 
filled by His Spirit. Read Galatians Five. 


Freedom really becomes enjoyable when you've become emanci- 
pated enough from egocentric concerns to love others. ‘You, my 
friends, were called to be free men; only do not turn your freedom 
into license for your lower nature, but be servants to one another 
in love" (Gal. 5:13), NEB). This truly fills-full the law. If we're 
not free enough to do this, but "go on fighting one another, tooth and 
nail, all you can expect is mutual destruction" (5:15, NEB). 


In Pauline theology, we could say therefore, that real freedom is 
being set free from the dictates of our lower nature (5:16-21). Con- 
comitantly, this freedom is ''spiritual"' inasmuch as it's experienced 
in the power of God's Spirit, His inner expression. "If you are 
guided by the Spirit you will not fulfill the desires of your lower 
nature. That nature sets its desires against the Spirit, while the 
Spirit fights against it. They are in conflict with one another so that 
what you will to do you cannot do. But if you are led by the Spirit, 
you are not under law" (5:16-18, NEB). 
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Lower-nature living is a hellish life. Giving in to the dictates af 
the flesh isn't freedom, but bondage. And surprisingly, flesh- 
activities include such church activities as ''a contentious temper, 
envy, fits of rage, selfish ambitions, dissentions, party intrigues 
and jealousies..." (5:20, NEB). That's pretty hard hitting. That 
hits most of our churches right where it hurts ~in our business 
meetings! 


Freedom-)Jiving, on the other hand, consists of living as if God's 
inner nature were alive and fruitful within our personalities (5:22- 
25). It means being loving, joyful, peaceful, patient, kind, good, 
trustful, gentle and self-controlled. "If the Spirit is the source of 
our life, let the Spirit also direct our course’ (5:25, NEB). That's 
real BEING. In psychology, we'd say that's the meaning of being a 
self-actualized individual, one who's fully integrated and whole. 
Theologically, this person has been healed, forgiven, reconciled 
and is living in God's kingdom. 


There are nine aspects of the “fruit” (singular) of the Spirit. 
Three qualities (love, joy and peace) indicate one's relationship 
with God. That relationship is loving, celebrative and peaceful. 
Anything less reveals a form of bondage. Three qualities speak of 
man's relationship to fellow men. Empowered now to transact with 
others, the free man has lots of endurance, is positively good and 
kind, irregardless of how he is treated or mistreated. And where 
there's pettiness, intolerance, impatience, rudeness and all other 
kinds of antisocial behavior, there is the lack of real freedom as 
well as an absence of God's Spirit. 


Then there are three qualities which speaks of a person's rela- 
tionships to himself. Self-confidence, which is faithfulness to 
himself, he is responsible and dependable enough to assume re- 
sponsibility. There's self-consideration (gentleness); he isn't 
unduly harsh, critical, judgmental or contemptful on himself. And 
there's self-control, inner self-restraint. Wherever there is self- 
hatred, self-pity, self-centeredness, self-indulgence (the opposite 
qualities), there can be no real freedom. 


The birth into God's kingdom marks the moment when we were 
"BORN TO be free" and born to become as God is. Beware, there- 
fore, of letting anything make you a slave. 


305 S. Skinker, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


UNITY FORUM: For those who have inquired concerning our pre- 
viously announced unity forum for the Huntsville area, we have set 
a tentative date for April, 1980. Bro. Ketcherside's busy schedule 
will not allow him to come before early spring of next year. Exact 
date, time and details will be announced as they become finalized. 
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"MARKING FALSE TEACHERS 
and Rom. 16:17 


Clinton Hicks 
Newport, Ark. 


How often have we heard justification of ''scandal sheets'' based 
on Romans 16:17? How often have letters defaming some brother 
been circulated under the guise of 'marking" a false teacher? 
While it is true that Webster does define "mark" as "to make a 
mark on, to label...", etc., he also gives as a proper definition 
"to take notice of, to observe”. A careful examination of the pass- 
age in question will reveal that the latter definition fits both the 
context and the meaning of the Greek word used in the text more 
accurately. And, after all, that is our goal, isn't it? 


The Greek word used here is skopein, present infinitive of skopeo, 
and means "look (out) for, notice, keep one's eyes on... look out 
for those who cause divisions, i.e. avoid them Ro. 16:17," (Arndt 
& Gingrich, Lexicon, p. 764). Thayer likewise defines this verb 
"to look at, observe, contemplate..." (Lexicon, p. 579). The word 
skopeo does NOT mean to brand, label, or put a mark upon one in 
order to notify the brotherhood whom they should put on their 
“heretic list." 


Furthermore, such an erroneous definition of skopeo most cer- 
tainly will not fit the immediate context, verse 17, for there, the 
express purpose of the action urged by the Apostle is "avoidance" 
of those who create ''a state of things in which men are divided, in 
which feuds flourish, and in which unity is destroyed" (Barclay, 
Flesh and Spirit, p. 56). Thus Paul is not sanctioning here the 
dissemination of propaganda concerning some erring brother, but 
rather, he is enjoining the Roman Christians to "keep an eye on so 
as to avoid" the dividers (Robertson, Word Pictures, Vol. 4, p. 428). 


If, then, one uses this verse as his justification for ''scandal 
sheets" or defamatory letters 'marking"’ some false teacher, he 
has changed the whole point of the verse. In the process he sub- 
stitutes at least four of his own notions for those of the inspired 
Apostle Paul. First, he substitutes a false meaning for the true 
meaning of the word skopeo. Second, he replaces Paul's requested 
action of ''avoiding'' such a one with an action of aggression against 
someone. 


Third, he substitutes any brother considered to be in error for 
the ones specifically mentioned by Paul, namely those causing 
divisions in the church. And fourth, he changes a local action into 
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a much wider "brotherhood" scope. 


This writer does not profess to be a Greek scholar, but most of 
us would so classify Arndt, Gingrich, Thayer and A.T. Robertson. 
Whether one can find his ideasof "marking" brethren in some other 
passage or not, it should be clear that in the sense herein discussed 
it has no place in Romans 16:17. 


We ought to fear to abuse any part of God's Word, even for what 
one may consider a noble cause, i.e., fighting against false teach- 
ers. Having a “thus saith the Lord" does not mean finding a pass- 
age into which we can read our own ideas, but rather taking each 
passage for what it actually says. Past ignorance is no excuse for 
continued abuse. May God bless our every effort to be true and 
accurate in the use of His Holy Word. 2 


Koute 3, Box 570, Newport, Aransas 72112 
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Sheol hes by Bruce Edwards, Jr. 
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“Let him have all your worries and cares, for He is always 
thinking about you and watching everything that concerns 
you" (1 Pet. 5:7, Living Bible). 


Robin J. sits at home every night, by herself. From the time she 
gets home from word until the time she gets up in the morning for 
work, she's alone. She has some casual acquaintances from her 
job, but she seldom sees them after work and even if she does it's 
usually an accident. She has a phone, but it rarely rings. She has 
a mailbox, but it’s usually empty except for the supermarket's sale 
flyer. Her nightly companions are a crochet needle, a bedraggled 
bob-tailed cat someone in the neighborhood abandoned and a cup of 
warm tea. There is a word that describes Robin and that word is 
lonely. 


Robin's problem is that she is not like those high-fashion models 
on TV whose eyes and hair sparkle on cue. She is just plain; not 
ugly, just plain. She is not like those talk-show madames who can 
glibly discuss all the right books and chic topics. She just made it 
through high school, barely. There is no Prince Charming in her 
life who will someday whisk her away on a white horse. Robin's 
only had one date in her fife, a junior-high banquet for which her 
date forgot the corsage. Robin doesn't have a piece of the rock, 
She is scarcely able to make her apartment payment each month. 


(Beck Cover ) 


(113) 913 


THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH, Part Two R.L. Kilpatrick 


Abraham, the Archtype 


(Scriptures listed without book reference are from Romans. ) 


In Part One we established that that element in faith which justifies 
and the element which allows God to declare (impute) righteousness 
upon juridicial grounds, is that faith restores honor and glory to 
God (cf Rom. 4:20; 3:21ff). Abraham's faith was not righteous 
because God declared it, but God declared it because it WAS right- 
eous. God is not one to say that a thing is right unless it be right. 

Abraham's faith was right because of its inherent value and not that 
God bestowed upon it a virtue that didn't exist. It is not as if God 
were saying, "Since your faith is all that you can give, I will accept 
that in lieu of righteousness.'' This would make faith one thing and 
righteousness another. Technically we can't even say that Abraham's 
faith was the "equivalent" of righteQusness, Because, again, this 
would make that which is equivalent one thing, and that which it is 
equivalent to, another. God is not one to accept imitations. With 
assurance we can say that whenGod says that the faith that restores 
relationship is right, IT IS RIGHT! 


We also made the point that this is a subject area in which it is 
very important to keep all things in context. It is an easy matter 
to associate and confuse man's ''faith'"’ with "character", and to 
think of righteousness as referring to moral goodness instead of 
"relationship"; also, there is the tendency to think that "imputed" 
righteousness is a property of virtue transferred to the sinner's 
heart. That which is "right" in man is not his character. Note that 
it was Abraham's FAITH that was declared to be right, and not 
Abraham's character. Paul had just pointed out in Romans 1 - 3 
that there was no righteousness upon the earth, the kind that comes 
through the efforts of man, neither among Jews or Gentiles. ‘None 
is righteous, no, not one" (3:10). In these three chapters of Rom- 
ans, Paul's aim was to show that all that man was able to accomp- 
lish by his own hands was unrighteousness and fell under the wrath 
of God, that no righteousness existed "without law" and none "under 
law."" Therefore, faith is a matter out of the hands of man. Faith 
is from God and because it is from God and not man, there is no 
room for boasting of personal accomplishments; ‘'so that every 
mouth may be stopped", says Paul (3:19). Not even Abraham could 
rely upOn his great deeds, even though from a human standpoint he 
may have boasted, ''but not before God" (4:2). Man in and of him- 
self, man "alone", has no redeeming virtue by which God may 
reckon as righteousness. Even the possession of faith is brought 
about by the hand of God. 
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Abraham, the Great Example 


Those elements of right~ness in faith is illustrated in Abraham, 
the great example of one declared righteous through faith. "Abra- 
ham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteaisness." 
What does the "it" refer to in this verse? It refers to "believed". 
Abraham BELIEVED and IT was reckoned. 


Note that in verse 20, Abraham, 


",,.gave glory to God, fully convinced that God was able 
to do what he had promised. That is why his faith was 
reckoned to him as righteousness." 


Why was faith "reckoned''? Because Abraham was CONVINCED! 
He was convinced that God "was able", and through this conviction 
of God's faithfulness he GAVE GLORY TO GOD. This is another 
way of saying that through faith Abraham restored honor and glory 
to God which God considers to be “right"(eousness), The Hebrew 
writer tells us that "Faith is the substance of things hoped for, 
the conviction of things not seen" (Heb, 11:1). Conviction, the very 
meaning of faith, includes much more than mere mental assent. 
Abraham was convinced that God was able to do what he promised. 
This is the "trust" which is inherent in saving faith. It is essential. 
Mental conviction that fails to follow through with obedjence is 
faith minus trust, the dead faith of James 2. (Can there be convic~ 
tion without trust?) Trust "acts", i. e., follows through with 
obedience. Trust and obedience are the same as faith and works, 
and if there be a difference between the two it would have to be that 
trust informs faith, whereas in faith and works, ‘works’ may not 
necessarily inform faith. To inform is to give form and meaning 
to; that is, trust gives form and life to faith just as obedience gives 
form and life to repentence. The absence of repentence is mani- 
fested by a lack of obedience, and in their absence faith becomes 
passive, the kind that devils possess. Can there even be a compar- 
ison made between passive faith and conviction? Conviction, by 
the very nature of it, cannot be inactive because from the same 
source of conviction comes the knowledge that obedience is involved 
in right-relationship. 


The case of Abraham shows us that honor and glory is restored 
in faith. Therefore man is justified because of this restoration. 
His relationship with God is right. His ways are the ways of right-~ 
ness. He is realigned. He is no longer estranged. He has pro- 
grammed into his life a course correction and now serves the 
purpose of his having been created, to honor, praise and to glorify 
the Creator rather than the creature. 


The great news in the example of Abraham is that these things 
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were not said for Abraham's sake alone, "but for ours also. It will 
be reckoned to us who believe in him that raised from the dead 
Jesus our Lord" (vs. 24). God justified Abraham when he became 
convinced that God was trustworthy. This is that which makes faith 
right. Therefore, when mental assent that God exists becomes 
conviction that he will reward, this is the faith that justifies, just 
like Abraham. There is something "right" in faith. 


So when Paul speaks of "the righteousness of faith" (Rom. 4:13), 
he means the way to right relationship with God is through the 
avenue of faith. It is the "righteousness of God” in that God gave 
us "the LORD, OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS", Jesus Christ (Jer. 23:6 cf 
1 Cor. 1:30). Therefore, to paraphrase the theme of Romans, ''He 
who has restored right-relationship with God through the avenue of 
faith shall live’ (Rom. 1:17). 


Law and works, or "deeds of righteousness", have no place in 
the scheme of redemption. Faith, the route of return of honor and 
glory, is not from man but from God. Man wills only to rejoin 
himself to God's "lifestyle." No man déserveés special credit for 
returning stolen goods. Restoring the relationship and receiving 
the natural blessings which goes with sonship is entirely satistac- 
tory. So, then, even the imputation of righteousness through faith 
is not without juridicial grounds. 


“BOASTING” 


When righteousness is understood in the sense of relationship 
rather than of character, we have great advantage when we come to 
Romans 3:27, 28, to consider the subject of ‘'boasting"’. Before Paul 
stands two great principles to be dealt with in the matter of justifi- 
cation. How is righteousness obtained? Now, if righteousness be 
based on the principle of works, the kind that improves character, 
and the kind that is "deserving", this very principle would naturally 
eliminate any other principle involved. But if it be based onthe 
principle of faith which restores relationship, then the righteousness 
of faith would quite naturally exclude a righteousness by iaw (works). 


The principle of faith is namely what we have already discussed, 
which is a "work of God" through Christ, enabling us to reach up 
toward the object of our faith. Shall man credit himself for this? 
Or shall he credit Christ who made it possible through His cross? 


Specifically, the great principle of faith is that faith is a work of 
God which we recognize to be from God, and to whom we give all 
the credit. Giving "credit" to God for faith restores honor and 
giving thanks for eternal life restores glory, and in this the prin- 
ciple of faith is established. The ground of justification by faith is 
that faith has made right what sin made wrong. 
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Since prior to Romans 3:27, Paul had spent nearly three chapters 
convincing the Jews that neither Jew nor Gentile had righteousness 
because of sin, that all had sinned and fell short of God's glory, he 
concludes this portion of his letter with these terse questions: 


"What becomes of our boasting? It is excluded. On what 
principle? On the principle of works’? No, but on the 
principle of faith" (3:27,28, RSV). 


When these two verses are properly understood, it annihilates 
forever the notion that righteousness is based on obedience to law, 
whether it be Old or New Testament law. Salvation is on the prin- 
ciple of faith and not on the principle of works of law. Law obedi- 
ence is imperfect and makes salvation impossible through law. 
Boasting is excluded on the principle that law convicts of sin which 
rules out any possibility of righteousness based on the keeping of 
law. The law itself says there is no righteousness through law. 
After quoting Old Testament scriptures (Rom. 3:10-18) that said 
there was no righteousness, Paul removes all doubt when he said, 
“Now we know that whatever the law says it speaks to those who 
are under the law, so that every mouth may be stopped, and the 
whole world may be held accountable to God" (vs. 19). The Jews 
couldn't say that those Old Testament scriptures spoke of Gentiles, 
because the law spoke to Jews about Jews. The Jews were sinners 
“under the law" and had no claim on righteousness, nor did they 
have cause to boast. Both Jew and Gentile stand on the same level 
before God in the matter of justification. Both must make applica- 
tion to God in exactly the same. way, i.e., through faith. Faith is the 
great leveler. The haughty are brought down to the level of the 
lowly. Salvation is by grace through faith LEST ANY MAN SHOULD 
BOAST (Eph. 2:8). 


Boasting is not excluded on the principle of works because works 
are that which permits boasting! Boasting is excluded on the prin- 
ciple of faith because faith comes from God! Man had nothing to do 
with the possession of faith because faith comes through the gospel. 
The power in objective faith results in subjective faith by which 
we reach upward for eternal life. Man wills to "reach" but not to 
believe. Believing comes through hearing (Rom. 10:17). We be- 
come children of God through faith (Gal. 3:26). Those who have 
faith that comes from God must then exercise the will to accept 
what is offered. Those who "received him" had power to become 
children of God, ‘who were born, not of blood nor of the will of the 
flesh ncr of the will of man, but of God" (John 1:12, 13). If believing 
were subject to the will of man, then man could be credited for 
having faith and could boast of it. The only way for the exclusion 
of boasting is to give God all the credit for faith. He who wills to 
accept the offer of eternal life is not "deserving" because he accept- 
ed. The gift is already purchased and credited to Christ. It is free. 


(117) «17 


It has already been "earned" by Jesus himself. It only remains to 
be accepted. Since no man is credited for its purchase, BOASTING 
BB EXCLUDED ON THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH that comes from 
God and unearned by man. 


At this point of his study in Romans, Martin Luther came to the 
proper conclusion that "justification is by faith alone.'' He reasoned 
that since there were just two possible routes to justification, and 
Since the principle of faith excluded the principle of works, from 
here it was simply a matter of taking note of what remained. 
Only the principle of faith was left of the two principles. Therefore 
justification is by the principle of faith alone. This is exactly what 
is taught in Romans 3:27,28. Faith excludes works as the grounds 
of righteousness. Where one exists the other cannot. Itis nota 
matter of faith plus works for this would combine the two principles 
and exclude neither. Those who associate Luther's teachings on 
faith alone with the ''dead faith'' of James 2 misrepresent this great 
Reformer. What Luther taught is exactly what Paul taught. 


Since the principle of works may be defined as "the assuming of 
personal credit based on law performance’; then it seems logical to 
conclude that the principle of faith is the antithesis of the ''work" 
principle. This conclusion gives support to ovr previous definition 
of the faith principle. 


Salvation based upon the principle of faith is likewise salvation 
by the grace of God, for in no other way, and upon no other prin- 
ciple, can salvation be by grace—since "merit" is involved in the 
principle of works which would exclude the "free" gift. There is 
ever the temptation to slip works into the scheme of redemption, 
thus robbing God of honor and glory and giving the credit, even 
partial credit, to man. One respected brother contends that Luther 
should have placed the word “alone” after the word "law" in 3:20 
instead of after "faith" in verse 28, saying, 


"Paul means by ‘deeds of the Law’ (alone) there shall be 
no justification. Reason, the context, and the harmony of 
the Bible demands it!" 


Thus in one stroke he struck down everything Paul struggled to 
teach in the first three chapters of Romans. Adding the word alone 
after law does nothing more than to reinstate law and works which 
Paul sought to exclude. In no way can the "'context and harmony of 
the Bible" include what inspiration says must be excluded. Works 
have their place, but not in the scheme of redemption. 


(CONTINUED IN NEXT ISSUE) 
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WAS THE “THIEF” PREMILLENNIAL? 


From J. James Albert comes an encouraging letter concerning 
our July editorial, entitled ''Weightier Matters." Brother Albert 
points out some things that I had never thought of in connection with 
the Thief on the Cross. Since he was kind enough to share his 
thoughts with me, I'll pass them along to our readers. 


LETTER 


Your reference to the "thief'’ on the cross brought to my mind 
some thoughts which are not original with me, but I would like to 
share them with you. 


1) Likely the thief had the wrong conception of Jesus and was 
thinking in terms of an earthly kingdom rather than a spiritual 
kingdom. 


2) This is logical because those the most near to Jesus, the 
aposties, had a misconception of the kingdom. 


3) The thief heard the soldiers mock him and say, "If you are 
the King of the Jews, save yourself!" Essentially, come down from 
the cross. 


4) The thief saw the inscription over Jesus, "This is the King of 
the Jews." 


5) The thief began to think that perhaps this person is the king of 
the Jews and he might rip himself down from the cross and estab- 
lish his kingdom here on earth and if that should happen I want to 
be included. So he says, "Jesus, remember me when you come into 
your kingly power." 


What is the purpose of thinking along this line? It makes the 
grace of God even more incredible if it can be more incredible than 
it already is. The thief asked Jesus to remember him when he 
came down from the cross and established his earthly kingdom. In 
answer, Jesus told the thief he would be with him in Paradise. The 
thief asked for one thing based on a misunderstanding and Jesus 
promised him something invaluable. He asked for continued earthly 
life and received eternal spiritual life. 


If this interpretation be correct it makes God's grace ali the 
more incredible as I said earlier. And it makes attempts to dis- 
enfranchise "brethren-in-error" because of a different understand- 
ing of some teaching(s) of the scriptures very presumptuous and 
ungodlike. —J. James Albert, P.O. Box 8li, Corcoran, CA 93212 


I believe you could even say that the thief was a premillennialist! 
Doesn't it seem rather odd, that, if the thief were with us today we 
couldn't have fellowship with him, thinking that way!!? - Editor 


(119) 19 


Sketches - from page 13 
—— es 


But Robin is resigned. Didn't her father tell that life wasn't a bed 
of roses? Robin can go that one better. Life isn't even a bed of 
dandelions. 


But Robin is not utterly alone. There is Someone nearby, fully 
aware of the harshness and brutality of the world. He knows the 
lonely, rejection and despair she feels because He faced them too. 
And He is ready, willing and able to give her the comfort and ful- 
fillment the world has denied her. But there's one problem. 


The problem is, Robin doesn't know this '"Someone."’ No one has 
ever told her about Him. She's heard the stories of course; hasn't 
everyone heard the stories? But she has never really met anyone 
who has actually been touched by this Person. Chances are she 
never will. Because the people who profess to know Him are too 
busy to share Him with those needing Him the most. Too busy with 
committees, with programs, with "church work.'' Too busy with 
anything and everything except the very ones that He suffered for: 
weary, heavy-laden souls. 


How many Robins do you think there are in the world? In your 
state? In your town? Too many. Too many who need the only One 
who can remove their doubts and fears their insecurity and loneli- 
ness. The truth that is ''too good to be true" is for many of us "too 
good to be told.'' Will you let Robin slowly withdraw within herself 
so that soon nothing will be able to bring her to Him? eae 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH (Series) No. 3 


Between Adam and Moses 
R.L. Kilpatrick 
(Scriptures listed without book reference are from Romans. ) 


Sin existed between Adam and Moses, but sin was not charged 
during this dispensation because there was nolawnor the Knowledge 
of sin. It is the "knowledge" of sin that creates guilt and makes 
sin chargeable, which is brought about by law. Consider these 
remarks from Paul on this subject: '...if it had not been for the 
law, I should not have kmown sin. I should not have known what it 
is to covet if the law had not said, "You shall not covet'.'"' (7:7). 


“Apart from the law sin lies dead. I was once alive apart from the 
law, but when the commandment came, sin revived and I died" (7:9). 


“For no human being will be justified in his sight by works of the 
law since through the law comes knowledge of sin'' (3:20). In chap- 
ter 7, Paul was not speaking of himself personally, but of man in 
the course of history. Abraham was one who was "alive apart from 
the law’, but when the law came in at Mount Sinai, the Jew could 
say, "Sin revived and I died." Apart from the law, sin “lay as 
dead" because without knowledge sin had not the power to affect 


guilt. 


Therefore,as sin came into the world through one man and 
death through sin, and so death spread to all men because 
all men sinned— (Rom. 5:12). 


Here is a verse of scripture that has been variously misunder- 
stood, and to some extent it may be justified. Paul's structure of 
thought here is somewhat lacking because he started a comparison 
and never finished it. Note the second word ‘‘as"; this means that a 
comparison is being made and we understand this to be between 
Adam and Christ. But Paul leaves the comparison one-sided and 
goes on to another thought before returning to take up the same 
thought again in verse 18. Here Paul presents both sides of the 
comparison. ‘Then as one man's trespass led to condemnation for 
all men, so one man's act of righteousness leads to acquittal and 
life for all men.” 


Throughout this passage in Romans (verses 12 thru 21), Paulis 
showing us that Adam and Christ stand in parallel positions in their 
respective kingdoms; that each of them are representatives of their 
bodies—-Adam the head of the body of humanity, and Christ the head 

(turn to page 16) 
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Knowledge Puffs Up | 


W. Car! Ketcherside 


S4. oui ‘Missou @' are aee 


It is very difficult for us to imagine the plight of those who were 
reared in ancient idolatry. From early childhood they were cradled 
in the fear and superstition accompanying the worship of these 
imaginary beings who were credited with all sorts of malign influ~ 
ence. Every stream, every tree, every flower, was the haunt of 
some deity. and’ one had to be car not to offend them. The 
mystery religions of the Greeks postulated as s 
as there were objects in nature. All of these hati to be aanbardd 
and placated with meticulous care lest they become offended and 
drastic results ensue. One could not engage in marriage, go ona 
journey, or erect a house without making a sacrifice to the special 
god who presided over such an event. 


it was sesicit indeed to accept gne God, and one Lord, as at 
Corinth. And there was ever the danger that the one who had come 
to this knowledge would look down upon and despise his more ignor- 
ant brother, who wanted to believe it and was yet motivated by a 
weak conscience. Paul wrote, half in derision and irony that 
concerning food offered to idols "we all have knowledge." But he 


points out that such "knowledge" puffs up, up, while love builds up. And 


"if any one imagines that he mows something, ”he is_nat.half as 
S ks he_is. ‘But if one loves God, one is known by 


Him." 






This might make it appear that God has not interested himself in 
our knowing things, and that error is as good as truth. Not so! It 
is always better to be right than tobe wrong. That which is right 
can never be wrong, and that which is wrong can never be right. 
But knowledge must be attained. It is a procegs of development and 
growth. And there is no stopping place. No one can ever retire 
from learning. There are no graduations andcommencements. We 
are disciples until we die, and probably we will learn more after 
that event than before. 


Thug all knowledge i: is relative. Truth is absolyte, but our ap- 
preciation of it at any given time is pot. God does not know us 
because we are so brilliant, but because we have grasped the secret 
of love, without which, knowledge makes usS pompus windbags. We 
know an idol has no existence. We know there is no God but one. 
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Although there were "many gods'' on Olympus, and many lords in 
the skies, as the pagans looked at it, yet to us there is one God, the 
Father, and one Lord, Jesus Christ. 


Ola er, Not all possess this knowledge." And that's where the 
ryb_comes_in! A congregation ay possess at the same time 
philgsophers and peasants, Hretariere and rustics. And it is the 
one han knowledze whe must be careful. He can eat food offered 
to idols with no gualm. He knows that the idol is a figment of the 
imagination and has no real existence. But his brother, ‘through 
being hitherto accustomed to idols, may eat food as really offered 
to an idol."" So the liberty of one becomes a snare for the other. It 
is true that food will not commend us to God. ‘We are no better 
off if we eat, and no worse off if we do not.'' We cannot excuse our 
action on the basis of necessity. 





If any one sees you, eating in an idol's temple, while you may 
know at the time that you are merely there for the food without 
thought of its being offered to a false or mythological being, he 
might be encouraged to eat meat because it was offered to an idol 
and not in spite of the fact. By doing so he would be defiled and 
ultimately destroyed. It is here that love for others takes preced- 
ence. Knowledge would allow you to do with a clear conscience that 
which would cause another to stumble. It is cold, brittle and 
scintillating. But love is warm, tender and self-effacing. It thinks 
of the effect while knowledge is concerned with what affects you. 


God is not interested in food, but in persons. When one deliber- 
ately does that which makes him neither better nor worse, in order 
to demonstrate his broad, liberal spirit, and regardless of his 
brother's feelings, he may destroy one for whom Christ died. What 
a price to pay for having one's own way. "Anyone who hates his 
brother is a murderer, and you know that no murderer hath eternal 
life abiding in him." My libertv is circumscribed. not by my 
conscience, but by my brother's. Its bounds are drawn by his 
thinking andnot mine. -— — ee 








Sinning against your brethren is sinning against Christ. Wounding 
the conscience of one who is weak is like driving another spear into 
the body of Jesus. Perhaps no other subject is more important in 
our day than how we regard the brethren—all of them. There is no 
problem so great, no ideal harder of attainment. If we are to exalt 
knowledge let it be the knowledge of how to love. Let our knowledge 
be that we have crossed the frontier from death unto life because 
we love the brethren. oo 
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DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE (Series) No. 4 (final) 


The Nature of Our Warfare 


Olan Hicks 73 3 


Harriman, Tenn. 


society today is rapidly being turned into one huge Sodom and 
Gomorrah. The sexual abilities God gave to mankind are now being 
flaunted in God's face in perverted usages such as homosexuality. 
group orgies, unmarried sex, and every kind of perversion the 
human mind can think up. Let it be fully understood that God is 
against this and so are hispeople. And this means a way is on. 
Television now pours into the homes a constant stream of propa- 
ganda, characterizine these nractices as normal, ordinary, and 
equally honorable with the heterosexual marriage arrangement 
prescribed in the Bible. And the campaign Is being successfully 
waged. ne 


Over against this totally irrational and evil crusade to completely 
destroy man's moral and spiritual values, stands the simple 
admonition of scripture, ‘To avoid fornications. let everv man have 
his own wife and let everv woman have her own husband" (1Cor. 7:2). 
This 1s where the fight is, between the divinely appointed institution 
of marriage, which is honorable, and all other perverted means of 
sexual expression. These are dishonorable and are appointed by 
Satan to cause the sex potentials to be misused. It is sickening 
indeed to see so many of the Lord's "troops’’ so confused on the 
matter that they fight partly on one side and partly on the other. 
Our battle today, as it has always been, is a battle for human minds, 
to bring into captivity every thought to the obedience of Christ (2 
Cor. 10:5). The mind of God on this is the home and family arrange- 
ment, with one man married to one woman, committed for life to 
each Otier’"ahia to the home and family produced by that union. All 
else iS SM'Tr 1t involves Séxual Achevrty. SS = 


This is where the battle line is drawn (Heb. 13:4). The statement 
of Jesus in Matthew 19:9 is a condemnation of ong form of trans- 
gression against thjs ideal, the practice of going from_mate_to mate, 
or_ promiscuity. His words would also apply to sexual intercourse 
with someone to whom you are not married, or to homosexuality, 
or to group sex practices, or to any form of violation of the exclu- 
sive, sanctified relationship God has appointed in marriage. These 
words are not a decree of celibacy for all who have sinned against 
marriage, but simply an identification of the fact that they have so 
sinned. They are infact, a case FOR marriage and marital loyalty 
and AGAINST promiscuity. This is the very battle line that is 
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today's major confrontation. It_is maxriage and marital loyalty 
versus promiscuity and licentiousness. It is saddening that so often 
when we are succeeding in bringing a convert over from a promis- 
cuous life to the "marital loyal" position, the bitterest enemy we 
encounter opposing that is one of our own brethren! He is preaching 
that this former adulterer cannot be allowed to make that choice 
between promiscuity and marriage, that he must choose between 
promiscuity and celibacy, that these are the only options open to 
him. We surely see a misapplication of Christ's words there. 
Promiscuity is Satan's territory, marriage is God's territory. Both 
\nuOlVs Set = BUT'Ohe is the right use of it and the other is a wrong 
use_of it. One of fie Basic purposes of marriage fs to prevent the 
God-given sexual potential in man being turned into an overpowering 
temptation. The Bible tells us that by providing for proper use of 
it, the temptation to prevent it is lessened (1 Cor. 7:2-5). 


So it is clear that forced celibacy is an implement for Satan's 
cause, designed to strengthen his temptations. Thus we find the 
Bible classifying those who preach that in the category of turncoats, 
ones who have departed from the faith and have given heed to 
seducing spirits and doctrines of devils (1 Tim. 4:1-3). By ‘‘forbid- 
ding to marry” they aid the cause of Satan and hinder the cause of 
God. It should be noted that Paul did not say ‘forbidding certain 
kinds of marriage.'’ The Bible itself forbids incestuous marriages, 
polygamy, and homosexuality. It is not a mark of apostasy to forbid 
the lind of sexual relationships God has forbidden. But to forbida 
certain person to have a mate at all, to simply sentence the person 
to irrevocable, life-long celibacy, is "forbidding to marry," in the 
sense in which Paul used it here. This is a mark of having departed 
from God's side, which provides for proper sexual outlet, and 
having gone over to Satan's side, which develops an excessive 
temptation toward immortality through having no sexual outlet. To 
"depart from the faith'' means to swing over to Satan's side of the 
comlict between good and evil. One may do this without openly 
advocating promiscuity, and even while preaching against it in 
words. But bind celibacy upon normal people is to promote the 
temptations that go with it. This is directly opposite the Biblical 
position, "If they cannot contain, let them marry, for it is better to 
marry than to burn" (1 Cor. 7:9). To totally oppose marriage in any 
person's life is to oppose God's way. 


SUMMARY 


I have never met a religious error that did not live right next 
door to truth. But if we search more deeply we usually find that the 
oxtward error is tied to some roots that are completely out of the 
neighborhood. When men make errors in doctrine, it is usually 
because they have gotten off the track on fundamentals. Even so, 
the traditional error on the subject of divorce and remarriage is 


(continued on page 13 
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"EPIEIKES, A CHRISTIAN VIRTUE 


Joe Black 


Birmingham, Alabama 

Epieikes is translated in the KJV as "patient" and in the RSV as 
"gentle’’. The word is difficult to reflect in the English by a single 
word. The difficulty is obvious in the variety of words chosen in 
the different versions: forbearing, considerate, genial, etc. The 
concept can only be made practical for us by considering its ancient 
meaning. The best place to start in understanding this word is 
with Aristotle. In the following quotation the word is translated 
“equitable'’ He contrasts it with the word "just'' by which he means 
an exact conformity to the law: 


The same thing, then, is just and equitable, and while both 
are good the equitable is superior. What creates the pro- 
blem is that the equitable is just, but not the legally just 
but a correction of legal justice. The reason is that all 
law is universal but about somethings it is not possible to 
make a universal statement which shall be correct. In 
those cases, then, in which it is necessary to speak uni- 
versally, but not possible to do so correctly, the law takes 
the usual case, though it is not ignorant of the possibility 
of error. And it is nonetheless correct; for the error is 
not in the law nor in the legislator but in the nature of the 
thing, since the matter of practical affairs is of this kind 
from the start. When the law speaks universally, then, 
and a case arises on it which is not covered by the univer- 
sal statement, then it is right, where the legislator fails 
us and has erred by over-simplicity, to correct the omis- 
sion—to say what the legislator himself would have said 
had he been present, and would have put into his law if he 
had known. Hence the equitable is just, and better than 
one kind of justice—not better than absolute justice but 
better than the error that arises from the absoluteness of 
the statement. And this is the nature of the equitable, a 
correction of law where it is defective owing to its univer- 
sality... 

It is plain, then, what the equitable is, and that it is just 
and is better than one kind of justice. It is evident also 
from this who the equitable man is; the man who chooses 
and does such acts, andis no stickler for the rights in a 
bad sense but tends to take less than his share though he 
has the law on his side. .. (Nieomachean Ethics V. 10:5-15). 
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Aristotle gives the correct flavor of the word. It deals with the 
problem of applying a good law toa situation suited toit. It is the 
problem a professor has in trying to grade a student properly who 
has a peculiar circumstance. Every parent faces these situations 
often. A judge must have this quality if he is to be just because the 
point is that it is immoral and unjust strictly to apply the law in 
such cases. This is why the qualifications of an elder include this 
attitude in 1 Tim. 3:3 and translated "gentle", etc. as mentioned 
above. The office of elders predates Moses and included in the 
Mosaic system. They are given great responsibilities in handling 
the problems of the people because not even the Law of Moses is 
written to solve all situations. The elders stand between the people 
and the law to see that the right solutions are brought forth. The 
more difficult problems were taken to Moses who took them to God 
so that his will could be properly appiied. The written law did not 
suffice to solve all the problems. 


Two ladies at Philippi were causing a disturbance because they 
could not get along. He exhorts them to agree in the Lord and 
encourages all to be epieikes (4:5), Arguments are rarely settled 
by right and wrong. There must be an attitude of compromise. The 
same word is used to exhort through Titus a solution to quarreling 
(3:2). James says it is a quality of the wisdom that is from above 
(3:17). Peter tells servants to submit to their masters whether 
or not their masters are kind and epieikes or overbearing and 
dictatoral. : | 


The conclusion is that we are behaving as God would have us to 
when in applying his law we recognize circumstances that qualify 
our judgment. This is the only way David could eat the shewbread 
without breaking the law, or Aaron refuse to perform his priestly 
duties out of grief over the loss of his sons, or Jesus to defend the 
adulteress. In all these matters the law is clear but the circum- 
stances makes it wrong toapply the judgment of the law. 


Sophron is an attitude closely allied with epieikes and can be dealt 
with in this abbreviated treatment of the two words in short fashion. 
It is found among the elders’ qualifications in 1 Tim. 3:2, translated 
in the RSV as "sensible’’. It is formed from two Greek words that 
combine to mean "'to keep ones mind safe and sound." It is a part 
of the man who realizes the better way to live. He has an under- 
standing, a frame of mind, that makes life work. It is often 
contrasted to indulgence of appetite because such a practice is 
destructive. Aristotle defined it as ''that power by which the 
pleasures of the body are used as the law commands." Philo calls 
it ''a certain limiting and ordering of the desires, which eliminates 
those which are external and excessive, and which adorns those 
which are necessary with timeliness and moderation."’ He excludes 
destructive excess. Gilbert Murray, the great classical schular, 
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catches the right meaning when he says" 


There is a way of thinking which destroys and a way which 
saves. The man or woman who is sophron walks among 
the beauties and perils of the world, feeling love, joy, 
anger, and the rest; and through all he has in his mind that 
which saves. Whom does he save? Not him only, but, as 
we would say, the whole situation. It saves the imminent 
evil from coming to be. 


A man like this makes a good elder because he has found princi- 
ples that make life happy and workable. There are those who can 
prove the correctness of their actions but overall are destructive. 
We callthem losers. One makes a bad elder because his life and 
his decisions may be correct by some standard but destructive in 
their effects. I take it this is why an atheist with this quality offers 
a better solution to some problems than the elder whose legalism 
blinds him. The elder without this quality is not in a position to 
apply God's law. The NASB translates it "prudent." 


I propose the idea that a man must have these qualities within 
him to make a good elder—or Christian for that matter—-because the 
actions and judgments cannot be manufactured by a man who has not 
these qualities. The elder is epieikes rather than a striker because 
he by nature knows it is better to settle things with words and 
compromise rather than fists. He is sophron rather than one who 
Over indulges in wine because wine can be destructive. It would be 
inconsistent with his intent to have his life happy and productive. 
Because an elder has these as qualities of his character, fixed at- 
tributes in his heart he is able to help those less gifted reach solu- 
tions to their problems and cause a church to run peaceably and 
smoothly. 


a Caldwell Mill Road, Birmingham, Alabama 35244 


Yfolrhes by Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


‘You then, my son, be strong in the grace that is in Christ | 
Jesus. And the things you have heard me say in the pres- 
ence of many witnesses, entrust to reliable men who will | 
also be qualified to teach others. Endure hardship with us 
like a good soldier of Christ Jesus’ {1 Tim. 2:1-3, NIV). 











Charley K. is a gospel preacher. You might say that he was 
always destined to be one. Because all his life he has heard that the 
highest calling for a man of God in this world is to be a preacher. 
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His family aiways kept the visiting preachers who would wistfully 
talk long into the night about the rewards of preaching. His local 
congregation was never without the services of a full-time preacher 
as far back as he could remember. They didn't stay long, it was 
true (two-and-a-half years was the record), but the church was able 
to squeeze out every ounce of good from the ones who came. 


Most of them were young men—not younger men, but young men 
fresh from Bible school, hardly more than teenagers. Some would 
come with their young brides. Most were single. Come they would 
with an arsenal of sermon outline books. Week after week these 
young soldiers would preach the old paths, at the end receiving the 
customary handshake and ‘fine lesson" in stride, knowing deep 
down just how awful their oratory had been. As they came and left, 
Charley began to wonder what happened to these young men after 
they left town. What was the fate of these precoclous young preach- 
ers who had been coaxed into town on low wages and who had 
departed unceremoniously after but a short stay ? 


Charley swept the query aSide: he himself was off to Bible school. 
Here he would uncover the mysteries of the preacher's world: how 
to baptize (he hoped), how to preach funerals and "take" confessions, 
how to engineer a debate (the most looked-up-to preachers in 
Charley's day were the debators) and maybe even how to land him a 
wife. But that was a long time ago. What is it now, twenty-five 
years? 


Twenty -five years. Twenty -five years from the time he left 
school to step out into the foreboding “real world" to preach the 
gospel. Charley has been with ten churches over that time~never 
more than three years in one place. He figures he's converted 
about 97 people, 60% of which he guesses have fallen back into the 
world. Six of the ten churches he's worked with are dead or dying, 
victims of ‘'modernism," division, or just plain indifference. 
Charley's toying with the idea of working with a bread company so 
his son can attend the same school for more than two years ata 
ume. 


Charley looks into the mirror on his birthday searching for the 
boy that left for Bible school, finding all that was left of him, his 
eyes: two pools of disillusionment and doubt, reluctant to cloud 
over. Where did those young men go when they left Charley's home 
town? Some went up the brotherhood ladder to renown and success: 
constantly in demand, editing "journals,’’ making grand tours of 
"mission fields."" Some became disenchanted, turning their backs 
on God's people and eventually Jesus Himself. But most ended up 
just like Charley. Balding. Middle-aged. Insecure. And wonder- 
ing. Wondering, maybe... [S 
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GOOD-NEWS FROM GALATIANS | Michael Hall 


TO BEAR OR NOT TO BEAR BURDENS 
(Gal. 6:1-10) 


Have you ever told somebody who wanted you to bear their burdens 
for them to mind their own business and for them to get with it 
themselves? Have you ever asked someone to assist you ina 
particularly heavy burden which seemed crushingly oppressive? 


Well, just when should we bear someone‘s burdens and when 
shouldn't we? Galatians Six delineates the criterion for making 
those decisions. Read on and let me share with you some faScinat- 
ing information which I've discovered from that Chapter. 

At first, Galatians Six looks hopeless, paradoxical and contra- 
dictory. In his first breath Paul exhorts: ''Bear one another's 
burdens", yet in the next breath he seems to demand the antithesis: 
"Every man shall bear his own burden" (6:2, 5). 

So which is it? ShaJl we or shall we not bear our own burdens? 
The answer is both. 

In the first paragraph (6:1-3), the message is this: Bear each 
other's burdens because that's a way of expressing the spirituality 
which God's Spirit has created within you. Further, it pragmatically 
demonstrates the principle of love operating through your faith. 

Situations constantly arise where fellow brothers fall victim to 
satanic influences, they are "overtaken in a fault.''" They do some- 
thing wrong on a sudden impulse" (NEB). At those times, they need 
help. They need to be ministered to very carefully and gently. Only 
persons endowed with the Spirit can perform such a ministry of 
restoration. The word "restore", a derivative from the medical 
profession, suggests that of setting a broken bone. And that's not 
a task for the unspiritual, for the crude, thoughtless cr insensitive. 
The restorer must be a professional—one genuinely endowed by 
God's Spirit who can set the spiritually broken without bringing 
excruciating pain. 

"Help one another to carry these heavy loads and in this way you 
will fulfill the law of Christ" (6:2, NEB). The Greek (bara) means 
a distressing, crushing load. At such times, burden-bearing mani- 
fests love at its essence. 

In the second paragraph (6:3-6), the message balances o:t the 
truth, making it fuller: Don't bear the responsibilities of others. 
Everybody remains ultimately responsible only for themselves. 
Consequently, the test of spirituality is reality-—what we really 
ARE. "If a man imagines himself to be somebody (i.e., spiritual) 
when he is nothing, he is deluding himself" (6:3, NEB). Self-deceit 
subtly and easily blinds us to our own reality. 
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That's why personal introspection and examination is essential. 
"Each man should examine his own conduct for himself; then he can 
measure his achievement by comparing himself with himself and 
not with anyone else. For everyone has his own proper burden to 
bear" (6:4-5, NEB). Here the Greek is different (phortion). It 
carries more of the idea of responsibility, instead of a crushing 
load. 

Spirituality has nothing in the world to do with making compari- 
sons with other people. The degree to which you are "spiritual" 
rests in the proof (test, dokimazeto: to prove) of one’s own conduct. 


Everybody need to own up to their own responsibilities. On im- 
mediate application which Paul mentioned concerning sharing one's 
good things with his teacher (6:6). 


This principle of responsibility doesn't contradict the "law of 
love” (6:2). In fact, it stems itse]f from the law of the harvest (6: 
7-8). The harvest law is this: Whatever you sow—that's what you're 
going to reap. Sow to your lower nature and guess what you'll reap? 
That's right: destruction. "But if he sows in the field of the Spirit, 
the Spirit will being him a harvest of eternal life." That's why we 
ioe: “make no mistake about this" and "never tire of doing good" 

6:7, 9). 

This discussion (6:1-10) concerning responsibility, for oneself 
and others follows immediately after the Emancipation chapter (5). 
How appropriate. The freedom-life isn't inimical to responsibility. 
In fact, it is the source for creative, caring spiritual responsibility. 
Liberty underscores and improves personal responsibility, it's not 
an escapism from it. 


Actually, I think our word "responsibility'' has been gloomed and 
raped. We usually write, talk and think about it in such negative 
terms. As if it were something horribly burdensome and dreadful. 
But the etymology of the word suggestively and insightfully di- 
rects our minds to it's real meaning. Look at it closely: "response- 
able". 

How about that? Here's real freedom: to ABLE-to-respond. It 
is the slave, the prisoner, the sick who are incapacitated and unable 
to respond. Accept then your responsibilities and you'll increase 
your capacity for and enjoyment of your FREEDOM in Christ. Also, 
allow others to own up to their own responsibilities. It is both an 
act of unkindness as well as an act of "parentism" to totally assume 
the responsibilities of those whom we're trying to help. Helpful- 
ness sometimes is best expressed in challenging someone to rise 
up and meet their responsibilities. There's a great difference 
between comforting someone in the midst of crushing burdens and 
stripping away their right of self -determination to think and act 
for themselves. a 
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THE NATURE OF OUR WARFARE - from page 6 

tied in to some very fundamental mistakes in basics, particularly 
these three: 1) The meaning of grace. 2) The all sufficiency of the 
apostolic pattern. 3) Confidence in the wisdom of God. Take a 
moment to reflect on each of these more fully. 


GRACE 


This word means unmerited favor, or kind treatment that is not 
earned. tt 1S demonstrated basically in the giving of Gdd's Son as 
a satrifice for the sins of the world, even "while we were yet sin- 
ners" (Rom. 5:8), and in Christ's giving of his own life on the cross 
to provide salvation, even for those who murdered him. One of the 
most fundamental teachings of the new testament is that we are to 
adopt this attitude and practice in our basic way of relating to each 
other. In fact, the incompatibility of legalism with the way of Christ 
is openly stipulated. ‘For if ye love them which love you, what 
reward have you? Do not even the publicans the same? And if ye 
salute your brethren only, what do ye more than others? Do not 
even the publicans the same? Beye perfect, even as your Father 
which is in heaven is perfect" (Mat. 5:46-48). We must not be 
afraid of the system of grace. Remember, both Jesus and James 
said that we will be judged by the kind of judgment we mete out to 
others (Mat. 7:2; James 2:13). Naturally none of us want to com- 
promise with the sin of divorce, or any other sin, nor do we want 
to encourage anyone to commit sin. But grace is not permissive- 
ness. Ht still calls the sin a sin. It still commands ''Thou shalt 
not.'' The fact that a sin can be freely pardoned without the price 
of equal compensation does not sanctify the sin nor endorse its 
practice. It simply appropriates the paymentof the penalty provided 
for by the sacrifice of another. It still insists on conversion of the 
sinner to a different way of life. But the thing it does NOT do is 
throw away the SINNER with the SIN. This is the only judicial 
system in the world whose primary purpose is to PREVENT man's 
having to answer for his crimes to the full extent of the law. It 
gives us opportunity to separate from our sins, even those we have 
alreatty committed, and disavow our association with them. God 
forbid that we should turn it around and make it the very opposite. 


PATTERN SUFFICIENT 


Jesus told his apostles, ''Whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth 
shall be bound in heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth 
shall be loosed in heaven" (Mat. 16:19). We see in Revelations 20: 
12 that our final judgment will be based on the "things written in the 
books."' The interpretations were carefully guarded by the Holy 
Spirit as the new testament was being written. Modern day unin- 
spired interpretations are not thus protected from error, and none 
of these will turn up on the judge's bench in that last great day. 


When we have searched through the entire apostolic record and 
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have found absolutely NO indication that they ever recognized the 
separationist interpretation of Matthew 19:9 in any way, by practice 
or command, we have established the fact that the dogmas issuing 
from that misinterpretation will not be included in the final reading 
of the will on judgment day. All the words by which we will be 
judged are written in our new testament. The separationist theory 
not only is not written there, but the evidence that is written there 
is all contrary to that theory. The gospel came first to the Jews, 
and these people had lived for centuries under the Mosaic law, 
which permitted divorce and remarriage for many causes. But 
neither on Pentecost day nor at any time following do we find this 
tenet in evidence, that all such couples must separate before they 
can be accepted as Christians. The record is clear that they bap- 
tised "all they that gladly received the word" (Acts 2:41). They did, 
of course, teach them to respect all of God's will in every area of 
their lives from this point on, including each man having a wife and 
each woman having a husband. This particular admonition was 
written to former adulterers at Corinth (1 Cor. 6:9-7:2). But 
there is no hint whatever of any retroactive obligations concerning 
past mistakes, even divorce and remarriage. To be faithful to the 
apostolic pattern we must say that in any matter, when we have 
done what the apostles did in that matter, we have done what God 
requires. 


CONFIDENCE IN GOD'S WBRDOM 


Human systems of justice aim at such things as retribution, re- 
venge, and evening up the score. So men tend to think of divine law 
as having these purposes too. This is a serious mistake, for the 
opposite is what Jesus said he came for, ‘For God sent not his Son 
into the world to condemn the world, but that the world through him 
might be saved"’ John 3:17). Before we will be willing to adopt and 
practice the principles of grace in what we do, we will first have to 
have faith that Goi knows best. It may help us to do this if wecan 
understand that the gospel purpose is to go into alJl the world and 
reteach, rehabilitate, and reclaim souls from the grasp of Satan. 
The idea is to CONVERT, not DEFEAT, to ADOPT, not DESTROY, 
This means that we are specifically focusing upon sinners, people 
who have been practicing all manner of ungodly things. The mes- 
sage of the gospel is that God himself has provided the sacrifice to 
satisfy for every sin, no matter how great, through the blood of his 
own Son. Legalism is not even in the same ball park with this idea. 
As long as we try to overlay it with human concepts of justice, we 
cannot even comprehend it. Therefore, if we would take this mes- 
sage to lost sinners, and if we would accept it ourselves, we will 
have to believe in the wisdom of God and trust it completely. When 
human judicial concepts are forced into the gospel it distorts the 
message and does great harm to the cause of Christ. We would do 
well to ponder carefully the fact that the intention of Christ is not 
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to condemn and punish the world, but to save the world. Satan's 
purposes are the opposite and all he succeeds in doing toward that 
end is not done because God wants it that way. Man must line up 
with Satan and over-rule God for it to happen. 


There is power enough in the gospel to save the whole world. 
There is not enough power in any man-made system to save even 
one soul, Armed with the pure gospel we can at least have a hope 
of victory over sin. But let us make sure it is the pure gospel in 
which we place our confidence. Let us always diligently study the 
text of scripture and be objective with it, making sure that we do 
not say more or less than God has said. Let us remember always 
to handle the word of truth rightly, never distorting or suppressing 
any pertinent facts, to accomodate our position. As we are able to 
reach and persuade sinners to turn to God's ways and commit their 
souls to him in well doing, let us not try to impose upon them a 
retroactive legal system patterned after human concepts of justice. 
Let us rather rejoice that another soul has been retrieved from 
Sinful paths and let uS try to help and encourage him, that he may 
not fall victim to temptations again. There is a great difference 
between the mission to save souls and the mission to judge and 
condemn souls. And perhaps the greatest difference may be in the 
matter of success or failure in the overall war. Having the purpose 
of soul saving can result in victory over sin. Having judgmental 
purposes cannot. May the time soon come when the Lord's people 
will be united in our opposition against sin, and equally united in 
our love for the sinner. May our goals and purposes be adjusted to 
fit the assignment for which we have been brought to Christ, that 
the purposes of the Lord's army may harmonize more closely with 
the purposes of our captain. Dear reader, the Christian way is for 
you, regardless of what you may have done in the past, and regard- 
less of what men may have said in judgment of those sins. May the 
grace af God be with you now and always, as you lay hold upon his 
life here and eternal life with the family of God hereafter, through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. i) 


P.O. Box 371, Harriman, Tennessee 37748 





BOOK 


After much delay the Connally -Hicks debate is now in print. Bro. 
Hicks says: 'In spite of our best efforts to get this book out, it has 
been delayed an unreasonable amount of time. Itis almost twenty 
one months since the actual debate, nineteen months since we 
turned in the completely typed manuscripts to the publisher. During 
this time inflation has mushroomed and...the very best price we 
can give is $8 plus 81¢ postage (Advocate price will be $11.95 plus 
postage)...'' You'll want to read this one. Send your order to the 
above address. ~Editor 
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BETWEEN ADAM AND MOSES ~ from page 2 


of the spiritual body, and that which is characteristic of the head is 
characteristic of the whole body. Sin entered the world through one 
man and death spread, and on the other side righteousness entered 
the world through one man and life spread. What is characteristic 
in one body has its parallel in the other, yet in the exact opposite 
sense, i. e., Adam's one act of disobedience brought death, and 
Christ's one act of obedience brought life—-parallel but opposite. 


The difficult part of verse 12, and that part that is most often 
misunderstood, is the latter clause which states “because all men 
sinned", This makes it appear that the death of mankind is "'be- 
cause all men sinned,"’ but this cannot be Paul's meaning which 
even the next verse shows. (St. Augustine had it correct when he 
said the verse meant "because all men sinned in Adam." ) Now, the 
question is: Did those antediluvians and patriarchs who lived be- 
tween Adam and Moses die for their personal sins, or did they die 
for the sin of Adam? {fn verse 13 Paul said, "Sin indeed was in the 
world before the law was given, but sin is not counted where there 
is no law." In other words, sin existed but personal sins were not 
charged against them, so the obvious question is why then did they 
die? The only answer is that Adam's sin spread from himself to all 
his offspring, and with the spread of sin came also the spread of 
death. Therefore, those ancients didn't die "because all men sin- 
ned" personally, but "because all men sinned in Adam." If anyone 
has difficulty understanding how that all men sin in Adam, let him 
understand how that Levi paid tithes in Abraham. He did it because 
the body of Abraham included all his descendants and what the head 
did became the doing of all the body, and what one member does is 
the doing of the whole body. Paul, in this passage in Romans, is 
stressing the solidarity of the body with the head. This same solid- 
arity is shown in the example of Achan who kept some of the spoils 
of Jerico for himself, contrary to the express command of God. 
That Achan's ungodly act spoke for the whole body of Israel is 
shown in the next battle against Ai, when Israel should have taken 
the city with only a minimum of risk. Instead. they were soundly 
defeated and many were killed. Now the question is, Why? Why 
didn't God fight for them as he did against Jerico? To shorten the 
story, the reason is because one member of {srael's army sinned, 
and his sin became the sin of the whole army, and the whole nation 
suffered because of it. In the same way Adam's sin was a sin that 
affected his whole body of humanity. To assume that all men die 
physically because of their personal sins sets up a parallelin the 
body of Christ that will not hold true. 


First, the notion that all men die "because all men sinned" leads 
to the conclusion that one is born into the world just as innocent 
and perfect as was Adam, and that at some point in his life he too 
will sin and suffer death because of it, just like Adam. This means 
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that nothing passed between Adam and his offspring except a bad 
example. There is a most important reason why this concept cannot 
be true. 


The fallacy is easily seen when we look to its paralle) in the body 
of Christ. Keep in mind that what is true in the body of Adam has 
its opposite parallel truth in the body of Christ. Therefore, if man 
is born into the body of Adam in a perfect state, then those born 
into the body of Christ are in an imperfect state, the opposite truth. 
If in Adam one later sins and incurs the death penalty because of 
his own "personal'' doing, then in Christ one moves from a state of 
imperfection to a state of perfection by his own doing. In other 
words, he ‘becomes righteous" through his own efforts. This is an 
essential conclusion if it be true that nothing passed from Adam to 
his offspring, for it would mean that nothing passes from Christ to 
his spiritual offspring. This fact would destroy the idea that the 
righteousness of Christ is imputed to all his members. This con- 
cept of sin and death is faulty from the outset because no one is 
born into Christ imperfect. The guilt of Adam's sin is imputed to 
all his physical offspring just as surely as the righteousness of 
Christ is imputed to his. 


It is senseless to deny that all men inherit the guilt of Adam's 
sin, aS if it makes a difference in the final tally. Some who deny 
that we inherit Adam's guilt will not hesitate to accept the truth 
that we inherit his penalty of death. To accept the consequence of 
Adam's disobedience is to accept what brought it about, for how can 
we justly inherit the effect without the cause? Both sin and death 
are the consequences of Adam's sin, and to accept one is to accept 
the other. To accept death and reject guilt is to rob God of his 
legal ground for imposing the death sentence. In justification, man 
is declared "not guilty", which doesn't mean that he was NEVER 
guilty, but that he is now removed from that status. Since personal 
sins are not charged where there is no law, then the guilt from 
which man is removed can be none other than the guilt of Adam. 


Guilt means much more than the ache from conscience from 
having committed sin. To Paul, guilt was that which described the 
condition of mankind before God because of sin. It is a universal 
power that holds sway over the whole creation. "For I have already 
charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power 
of sin" (3:9); "the scripture consigned all things to sin" (Gal. 3:22), 
We should note that in forgiveness it is ''guilt"which is removed and 
not sinas such. To literally remove sin would require a total ob- 
iteration of the act or fact of sin, which is not possible. This is 
why we sometimes say that "once a sinner always a sinner", or that 
"Christians are justified sinners." Justification removes guilt of 
sin. It is significant also that sin may exist without guilt, as in the 
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case of Abraham. This does not mean that Abraham never com- 
mitted the act of sin, but that the status of guilt was not conferred 
upon those of that dispensation because of personal acts. 


The problem with inherited sin arises when guilt is thought of in 
an individualistic sense. Adam's guilt is a racial status imposed 
upon all mankind. The whole world is relegated to the ctatus of 
sin (Rom. 3:9: Gal. 3:22). Guilt upon the universal body of Adam 
doesn't mean that each individual inherits the guilt of Adam's act 
of disobedience, but that "in Adam" there is one head, one body, 
one spirit of Adam, one sin, and one penalty of death, and the guilt 
of the head becomes characteristic of the entire body. The opposi- 
tion to the idea of inherited sin began when it began to be taught 
that baptizing infants removes the guilt of Adam's sin. This led to 
the rejection of the whole concept of original sin rather than a re- 
jection of the idea that baptism removes the sin. The truth is that 
nothing can remove the debt of Adam's sin except death, for the 
law of God is immutible. Adam's sin cannot be atoned for, other- 
wise we couldn't explain why those born into the kingdom of God in 
a state of perfection must undergo the trial of physical death, nor 
could we explain why infants die who have committed no personal 
act of sin. Campbell said concerning original sin: 


There is, therefore, a sin of our nature as well as personal 
transgression. Some inappositely call the sin of our nature 
our "original sin", as if the sin of Adam was the personal 
offense of all his children. True, indeed, it is; our nature 
was corrupted by the fall of Adam before it was transmitted 
to us...A disease in the moral constitution of man is as 
clearly transmissible as any physical taint, if there be any 
truth in history, biography or human observation. (The 
Christian System, Ch. VU, para. IV, Standard Pub. Co.) 


But some say that we inherit death as a "consequence", just like 
a son might inherit the consequence of his father's crime. This is 
not a true parallel to the Adamic situation. The thought here really 
is that of "stigma" rather than "consequence", that the son is 
stigmatized because of his father's crime. The truth of this is 
without doubt, but he doesn't inherit the consequence, because the 
consequence is the penalty! For example, if the father committed 
murder and is sentenced to die and the son is also sentenced to die, 
then we have the son suffering the consequence of his father's sin. 
Then we have a terrible case of injustice. Sut this is exactly what 
we have in the case of Adam's sin and his consequence! Shall we 
charge God with injustice? Unless the guilt of Adam's sin be im- 
puted to all his sons, then there is no explanation for God's act af 
allowing the innocent to die. Since God is a God of justice, then we 
can be sure that He is operating within the confines of his Vivine 
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nature by imposing the death sentence upon all human beings born 
into the body of Adam. The totality of mankind is the SINGLE body 
of Adam. The solidarity of the body demands that what one member 
does, including the head, becomes the doing of the whole body. Not 
only does the head sin against the body, but the sins of the body- 
members are also against the body, as in the case of Achan. 


Therefore, the consequence of Adam's sin is ADAM'S SIN trans- 
ferred to every member of his body which brings death. If this has 
a tendency to sound bad, it should be remembered that in the body 
of Christ all of Adam's "bad" is offset by Christ's "good" (which is 
the whole point of Romans 5:12-21), for every principle of truth in 
the body of Adam has its parallel truth in the body of Christ. Just 
as sin is imputed to the offspring of Adam, righteousness is imputed 
to the spiritual offspring of Christ, which is our salvation. To 
reject one parallel is to reject the other, and to accept one is to 
accept the other. 


But for the Jew it was a different matter. Law brought knowledge 
of sin, knowledge creates guilt, and guilt forms the grounds for 
condemnation, and it is of this that Paul speaks in I Cor. 15:56. 
"The sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law.” Law 
brings knowledge and guilt which constitutes the power that sin 
needs to "sting" to death. Law, then, instead of establishing right 
relationship became the great barrier to righteousness. The law 
promised life on the condition of perfect obedience, but because of 
the on of the flesh" it became the very means of death (cf 
7:10; 8:3). 


The difference between the sins of the two dispensations is simply 
this: In Abraham's time there was no law, no knowledge, and no 
guilt of transgression. Under Moses there was law, knowledge and 
the guilt of transgression. Some might conclude from this that 
those who lived during the patriarchal age were not ‘‘accountable"' 
for personal sins, but this is not the case at all. Paul's main 
thought in saying that "'sins are not counted where there is no law" 
was to show that man's physical death was not brought about be- 
cause of personal sins, but because of the sin of Adam. It would be 
amiss to say that ‘souls are in no way accountable for sin. Paul 
had already stressed that the whole world will be"held accountable" 
(3:19). Those who lived during the first dispensation are those who 
will be judged by the “law of conscience", which will be discussed 
in a later article. 


Therefore, since Abraham did not live under a legal code of law, 
God could declare his faith to be righteous; whereas, faith under 
the law of Moses—even though it was the right kind of faith—could 
not be declared righteous because of the guilt of sin. (continued) 
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It may be a little early yet to announce it, but for the benefit of 
those who have inquired, the Unity Forum for Huntsville is ON for 
1980, April 15, 16, and 17, with W. Carl Ketcherside as guest speaker 
at the Von Braun Civic Center. But again, maybe it's not too early 
for those out of state who plan toattend. The Ensign will later 
carry the program details, but for now let's say that initial plans 
calls for an evening service and a morning open forum with bro. 
Ketcherside fielding all questions from the floor. All Restoration 
churches have been invited to participate in these three days of 
spiritual feasting and fellowship. We will provide assistance for 
those wishing to make motel or hotel reservations. The Civic 
Center is centrally located, and motels (and one hotel, the Hilton 
just across the street) are plentiful and conveniently located. So 
mark your calenders now and make plans to attend. It will bea 
spiritual feast that you'll long remember. ~—Editor 
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‘Editorial | THE “CROSSROADS PHILOSOPHY” 


a 


The Crossroads Church of Christ in Gainsville, Florida has 
caused quite a stir throughout the brotherhood in recent months 
over this thing called the ''Crossroads Philosophy''—sometimes 
referred to as the "total commitment" concept—even though it would 
probably be more accurate to say that the brotherhood has caused 
quite a stir over the Crossroads church. This editor has withheld 
comment on the Crossroads controversy till now, and mainly 
because I had never quite figured out what it's all about, and I'm 
not sure I know even now. But thanks to several articles appearing 
in brotherhood papers, namely the Gospel Advocate and Mission 
magazines, we're beginning to see the matter more clearly. Two 
articles in the GA condemn the Crossroads Philosophy, which, 
according to G. James Robinson (author of the two Mission articles), 
is the GA attempt to "disassociate Crossroads‘ neo-legalism from 
the stance of the Gospel Advocate and its following.'’ One GA 
writer, and later Ira Rice, Jr., sought to connect Crossroads with 
cultism. Our purpose in this editorial is to pursue a question 
suggested in G. James Robinson's above quote from Mission. That 
is, "Can the Church of Christ rightfully disassociate itself from 
the Crossroads Philosophy ?" It is the conviction of this editor that 
the brotherhood does not have. this right, and I base this on the 
“philosophy” that the Crossroads example is the legalistic bed that 
brethren have erected over the years which they must now sleep in, 
or else revise our traditions. Robinson said further in the above 
mentioned article, and which seems to zero in on the real issue, 
"...the Crossroads phenomenon can be viewed as a remarkably 
successful result of an ‘official’ position shared by mainstream 
Churches of Christ. The crux of that position consists of three 
main points: exclusiveness, over-aggressiveness, and conformity" 
(June, 1979, p. 10). Therefore, it seems that Crossroads is 
the very embodiment of Church of Christ orthodoxy, because when 
our teaching is put into practice it indeed leads to exclusiveness, 
over-aggression, and demands conformity. The whole controversy 
has brought out some strange stances among certain brethren. Can 
anyone imagine Ira Rice condemning a congregation for legalistic 
teachings! ?—or Guy N. Woods, for that matter. 


However, we must give credit to the Gospel Advocate (which 
teaches a more subtle form of legalism) for printing Chuck Lucas' 
return article concerning the Crossroads work, which is not exactly 
this paper's policy. Lucas‘ article gives every appearance of 
vindicating himself from any wrongdoing. After reading the article, 
one is left wondering what the fuss is ail about. 
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This is a hard matter to deal with. The Crossroads church has 
been highly successful in spreading its brand of evangelism. To 
speak out against their methods gives the appearance of arguing 
against success. In truth, the Crossroads brethren have done 
nothing more than put into practice what the church has been teach- 
ing for years! Chuck Lucas has developed Church of Christ doctrine 
to perfection, and brethren are perturbed over what they see. But 
why would so-called conservative brethren condemn, and want to 
disassociate themselves from what they have been teaching for 
years? 


If what we read in brotherhood journals is true, then it appears 
that the Crossroads brethren are mainly guilty of fanaticism. They 
are extremely zealous, loyal, and dedicated. They love each other 
(but only “each other", they say). They are extreme methodists in 
life-style and they demand the same from fellow brethren. They 
are also legalists. They won't hesitate to tell anyone that unless 
they belong to the Church of Christ they will go to hell. Now it 
frightens our more moderate brethren who have been saying the 
same thing for years in a round-about way. They prefer the more 
subtle approach so as not to appear too biased and/or ridiculous. 


Crossroads is the final result of years of legalistic training. 
Through the energy and ingenuity of Chuck Lucas they have put 
together the elephant described by the three blind men and the sight 
isn't pretty. 


Now, if brethren find the Crossroads method too distasteful, then 
perhaps we should give some thought to changing the philosophy that 
produced it. Perhaps we should even get out of the judging business 
and let God decide who's going to hell. It would seem that to avoid 
playing the hypocrite we would either have to go all out and say 
what we really think or change our self-imposed, distasteful con- 
cepts so as to avoid embarrassing situations. 


Even though there is much to commend at Crossroads—zeal, 
dedication, loyalty, love for each other, concern for the lost—the 
scriptures will not support their concept of "total commitment." 
No one denies that the Bible teaches that a Christian is to be totally 
committed, but we may very well deny that others have the right to 
define it and impose it as the standard for all others. To give the 
“eold-shoulder” to fellow Christians who may practice a different 
version of total commitment is not Christian. Total commitment 
does not mean to literally “hate father or mother", nor to neglect 
family for the kingdom's sake; nor does it mean to brow - beat 
sinners and chase them down the street shouting scripture (see 
Mission, June 1979, p. 11). When such over-aggressiveness causes 
the community to look upon them as fanatics, then the church has 
lost its influence in that community. 


(143) 3 


Legalism is illegal. It is unscriptural. It is anti- scriptural. 
When it is taught that the grace of God must be supplemented by 
good works as a means of procuring righteousness, then it is the 
Galatian heresy all over again. It denies the doctrine of grace and 
constitutes "falling from grace." 


We have pointed out many times in this paper that when a con- 
gregation becomes legalistic, division is not far away; and since 
most congregations have a history of splitting, this can only mean 
that the majority follow the path of legalism. Legalism is division 
looking for a place to break out. It is a judgmental philosophy that 
brings brethren to the bar of someone else's judgment. There will 
always be those who fail to measure up to the standard of someone 
else and then the proverbial "fur starts to fly."" Brethren need to 
take time out and relearn the lesson on how to get along. 


That which constitutes the "philosophy" at Crossroads is not the 
love, dedication, and enthusiasm for lost souls, but the insistence 
that every member totally commit themselves to Christ according 
to their definition of total commitment. But even this could be 
tolerated if they themselves were tolerant. However, this is not 
the case. In their philosophy anyone whose commitment is not 
"total" in the absolute sense of the word, works on the side of 
Satan and is bound for hell. This is a philosophy not put into these 
exact words, but is shown in actions and relationships with other 
members, 7 


The Crossroads philosophy has spread to numerous congregations 
throughout the land and division has been the result in many cases. 
Our largest city congregation has split over the issue. In fairness 
we cannot say that the thing that split the Mayfair church was the 
thing taught in Gainsville. It could very well be a case of trans- 
ference of Crossroads enthusaism without the transference of the 
leadership imposed on the Crossroads church. There's not many 
Chuck Lucas’ around. We confess they have a zeal for God but 
when it is out of control then it is a source of danger that usually 
leads to division. It is dangerous to embrace a doctrinal truth that 
causes blindness to other equally important truths. Teachings such 
as "counting the cost" of discipleship, "putting the hand to the plow” 
and not look back, "taking up the cross" and following Jesus, and 
“hating father and mother", etc., were never meant to be given an 
unlimited, literal interpretation. Such literalness is incompatible 
with "honoring father and mother", "“hustands love your wives”, 
and "he who fails to provide for his own" family is worse than an 
infidel, etc. What is obviously needed is a balance between the two 
areas of responsibility. To neglect one in favor of the other is just 
as sinful as neglecting them both. (turn to back cover) 
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GOOD -NEWS FROM GALATIANS (Final) 


FORGET ABOUT PLAYING 117 COOL 
Michael Hall 


St. Louis, Mo ; 


The little document of Galatians doesn't have the thrills or 
etiquette which many of the other Christian epistles have. There's 
hardly any "introduction" at all, and the wrap-up and closing of the 
book seems utterly premature. Paul certainly didn't dilly - dally 
around in authoring that document. His publisher must have been 
breathing down his neck to get it to the public! 


Consider his final departing words before he attached his signa- 
ture (6:11:18). Just prior to rolling up the scroll and mailing it to 
the Galatians, Paul took one last shot at the Judaizers—and it wasn't 
any cheap shot. His last word is: "Don't give in to legalism!"" He 
repeats that they're not even consistent about Jaw-keeping for they 
pick and choose what parts they want to keep. ''Even those who do 
receive circumcision are not thoroughgoing observers of the law" 
(6:13, NEB). 


Their sole objective in preaching the Jewish rule of circumcision, 
Paul said, was so they could "boast in your having submitted to 
that outward rite" (6:13). But, what was the big deal about that? 


"God forbid that I should boast of anything but the cross of our 
Iord Jesus Christ...circumcision is nothing; uncircumcision is 
nothing; the only thing that counts is new creation!" (6:14-16, NEB). 
Circumcision apparently wasn't the real issue: neither the lack of 
it really made any difference. But exalting it, making it an issue, 
making it a determinative point, THAT depreciated the Cross~Event 
and undermined the work of Jesus Christ. 


And the Pauline principle is: ANYTHING which undermines the 
Cross is anti-Christ and should be immediately dropped. What we 
should "boast" about (celebrate) rests in the redemptive deliverance 
available in lieu of the Cross. That is what separates us; dis- 
tinguishes us. 


The Judaizers' "sole object" in trying to force circumcision was 
“to escape persecution for the cross of Christ" (6:12). Who would 
persecute them? Where would the persecution come from? From 
their fellow countrymen, their own race. That's why they wanted 
to keep up the outer facade of law-keeping. They didn't want to have 
to pay the price of being different. 


And isn't that true of us today? Think about it. What do we fear 
and cring about more than anything else? Isn't it that we might be 
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thought to be strange, wierd, cultists, oddballs, nonconformists 
with our neighbors and friends? So we too go along. 


Oh, yes, before we condemn the Jewish Christians who wanted 
to keep their Jewishness and that one little rite of circumcision, 
we had better re-examine our American-ness and see if our fear of 
being different, of standing out and up for Jesus hasn't made us 
tone down and whitewash the good-news redemptive message of 
the Cross. 

Paul avowed: "In the future, let no one make trouble for me, for 
I bear the marks of Jesus branded on my body" (Gal. 6:17, NEB). 
I can barely imagine how impressive that statement must have been 
for those people who had seen Paul physically. There was no get- 
ting away from the fact that he was a disciple of the Messiah from 
Galilee. It was marked all over his body of scars! "God forbid 
that I should boast (celebrate) of anything but the cross of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, through which the world is crucified to me and I to 
the world” (6:14). 


For Paul, his Jewish culture wasn't the most important thing, it 
wasn't important at all. "The only thing that counts is new creation! 
Whoever they are who takes this principle for their guide, peace and 
mercy be upon them, and upon the whole Israel of God" (6:15-16). 


What a pregnant closing passage. The good-news resurges with 
a message that makes us different, separated people. It brings 
new life, new hope, new source of zest for living and new love for 
enjoying life. Why then do we have such an inordinate tendency to 
conform, to melt into the mass of our culture? Why do we keep up 
with our non-Christian friends? Why the inordinate greed for 
everything they've got? 

Could it be that our IDENTITY still remains too dependent upon 
the cultural aspects of this society we live in? Could it be that our 
spiritual and inner identity in Christ hasn't yet taken hold; doesn't 
yet seem as "real" and authentic as our outward identity ? 


Perhaps that's why we like legalism: it downplays the offense of 
the Cross, the distinctiveness of the Christ-Event and the call to 
separation. It picks and chooses which laws and rules it wants, 
thereby escaping the persecution of the Cross. What we need to do, 
according to Paul, is forget about playing it cool, maintaining our 
cool guy or gay image in the world—and live by the "New Creation” 
principle. Too many guys (including elders and preachers) in the 
church are hung up on the macho image, the tough guy who never 
feels, the cowboy who never backs down. Too many gals in the 
church (including teachers and wives of leaders) are too hung up on 
the glamorous look of Charlie's Angels, the seductive female who 
oozes with innocent invitations. 

And because our identity as individuals is based more in our 
occupations and societal values instead of "the new creation" in 


(continued on page 14) 
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Keith Smothers 


Several years ago we rejoiced to see a young military couple, 
stationed in a mission field, forsake the religious error of their 
youth and obey the truth. Their conversion came only after much 
study and combined effort by a number of Christians. They are now 
returned to civilian life and living in their native Alabama where 
some are undertaking to undo everything: for they suddenly find 
themselves disfellowshipped by a South Alabama congregation. 
Their crime is that of daring to privately question, without conten- 
tion or quarrel, the elders’ practice of paying a young people's 
class roller-rink rentals from the church treasury. All this skating, 
so they are told, is a part of that church's Bible edification pro- 
gram and it dassn't be questioned. 


Of course, roller-skating is not religious edification any more 
than algebra is history or science is poetry. Ask any professional 
educator: It's physical education. Furthermore, P.E. is mentioned 
in the Bible as having no profit for godliness (I Tim. 4:8). So, why 
should God's stewards spend church money for P.E. and then 
compound their folly by withdrawing from anyone having the audacity 
to question their deed? Is it not, rather, our business to promote 
godliness and would not our entire effort be better expended unto 
this end? We are reminded of how well did Hosea prophesy: "My 
people are destroyed for lack of knowledge.”* Physical exercise 
may be fine for the body but Paul says that it holds no promise for 
the life which is to come. Cannot the same be said for the action 
of these elders—it holds no promise for the life which is to come. 


Route 1, Box 64, Pine Apple, Alabama 36768 


= = 








—— ——_=— 





Editor's Note: 


We tend to forget that it is not necessarily a mark of "anti-ism” 
to object to the manner in which church money is spent. The fact 
that we are not hung up on money matters as some are, doesn't 
mean that elders have a license to spend the collection on every 
whim that suits their fancy. Even where spending cannot be objected 
to on scriptural grounds, it may very well be objected to on the 
basis of wisdom and common sense. Using the members’ hard 
earned money to pay roller-rink fees just doesn't seem to come 
under the heading of either wisdom or common sense. The church 
treasury does not belong to the elders. For them to disfellowship 
one who questions their apparent abuse may be within itself evidence 
of guilt, not to mention the sin of disfellowshipping the inquirer. @ 


(147) 7 


THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH (Series) No. 4 R. L. Kilpatrick 


THE “WORK OF CHRIST 


(Scriptures listed without book reference are from Romans. }) 


THE GREAT PARADOX 


It might seem that all God would have to dois delcare the law 
invalid and remove it, since the weakness of the flesh made the 
keeping of it impossible. This, God cannot do and remain consistent 
with divine nature. An agreement was made that contained stipula~ 
tions on both the part of God and man which must be fulfilled. God 
is not one who “backs out" of doing what he said to "let man off the 
hook."’ His word is law and when he affixed the penalty of death as 
the wages of sin (6:23), then death is sure and certain. The Jews 
were Sinners under the law and death held sway over all. 


In this we have the greatest paradox ever to face the mindof man. 
How can man under condemnation be saved in a way in which God 
could remain true to his nature of divine justice? How can a law be 
fulfilled when sin had already made it impossible? For man the 
problem is insurmountable. The history of mankind had led to a 
blind alley in which there was no escape. His fate was sealed. But 
“with God all things are possible."" There is away! There is one 
great point overlooked. 


JESUS, THE SON OF PROMISE 


First, breaking the law and making its fulfillment impossible does 
not nullify law, for it is at this point that the “penalty clause" goes 
into effect. (Incidentally, it was not "law" that was "nailed to the 
cross" in Colossians 2:14—the Greek word for law does not appear 
in this chapter.) The “bond that stood against them” was the debt 
owed to law because of sin. The cross represents a cancelling of 
the debt. Christ Himself,"nailed to the cross",is the sinner's 
receipt, PAID IN FULL!) But the question is, how can a law that 
demands perfect obedience as the only condition of fulfillment be 
fulfilled when sin had already made it impossible? In answer to 
this, let us proceed in this manner. 


When God said to Abraham that "through thy seed" he would bless 
all nations (Gen. 12:lff), the thought here is not that in the course of 
time one would rise up from among millions of Abraham's fleshly 
descendants to bless all nations. God's covenant of promise is to 
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be understood spiritually which means that He wasn't referring to 
"one among millions'' but to ONE MAN alone between Abraham and 
the fulfillment. In the spiritual sense there was no other descend- 
ant apart from Christ. Therefore, if we're to properly understand 
the promise, then we must see Abraham and Christ standing side 
by side with no one in between, that Jesus was the very NEXT and 
DIRECT descendant of Abraham. 


"Now the promises were made to Abraham and to his offspring. 
It does not say, ‘And to offsprings', referring to many; but, refer- 
ring to one, ‘And to your offspring', which is Christ" (Gal. 3:16). 
This is why Abraham and Christ must stand side by side. 


What does this mean? It means that Jesus was Israel! All the 
promises made to Israel in the Old Testament are promises made 
to Christ, and in him alone are they fulfilled. Jesus was the sum 
total of Israel. Israel was "God's son" (Ex. 4:22,23). Israel was 
the Son called out of Egypt (Hosea 11:1; Mat. 2:15). 


Robert Brinsmead had this appropriate word in the May 1979 
issue of Verdict. 


Did God promise a faithful remnant? Christ is that Rem- 
nant. (In another sense it includes all who are in Him by 
faith.) Did God promise Israel rest in its own land? 
Christ is God's Israel. The work of the faithful Servant of 
Yahweh is finished, and He has entered into His rest. All 
who are now in Him by faith are in Israel. They are in 
God's own country. They have entered His rest. There is 
now no chosen peopie except Jesus Christ, the Chosen One. 
There is no holy land except where He is. He is the reality 
of which both Jew and Palestine were only shadows. (p. 30) 


All of God's promises to Israel find their ‘yes' (fulfillment) in 
Jesus. Since the blessings were never intended for fleshly Israel 
(2:28; 9:6-8; Gal. 3:6-9), and since we see Abraham and Jesus side 
by side, then we bypass all fleshly aspects of Israel between Abra- 
ham and the advent of the Promised Son. In the final analysis the 
law given at Sinai is not a factor to be considered until we come to 
the birth of Christ. The birth of Jesus was the beginning of true 
Israel, who was "born of woman and born under the law"' (Gal. 4:4); 
the law lay before him to be fulfilled. The birth of spiritual Israel 
was also the beginning of law, a law that required a perfect life. 
"Think not that I have come to abolish the law and the prophets; I 
have come not to abolish them but to fulfill them" (Mat. 5:17). Un- 
less the totality of Israel be bound up in the one person of Christ, 
there is no way to explain how a broken law may be fulfilled. Jesus, 
as Israel, is the only answer. 
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WHAT Ib THE "WORK OF CHRIST"? 


"Christ came into the world to save sinners" may be offered as 
an answer to the above caption. Even though we recognize the 
truthfulness of this statement, if this be the limit of our definition 
of Christ's work, then we haven't really explained it. This answer 
tells WHY he came but it does not tell HOW he affected man's sal- 
vation. What are the factors involved, juridicial or otherwise, that 
worked for the saving of mankind? 


Tf we were allowed only one verse to describe the workof Christ, 
we would select Galatians 4:4. ''But when the time had fully come, 
God sent forth his Son, born of woman, born under the law, TO 
REDEEM THOSE WHO WERE UNDER THE LAW, so that we might 
receive adoption as sons." 


Christ came into the world to save sinner, but before this could 
become a reality it was first necessary to ''redeem those who were 
under the law.'' To be under law is to be under bondage, and to 
remove the bondage is to remove the sinner FROM the law. Note 
that it is the sinner who dies to law, and not that the law dies to the 
sinner (Rom. 7:4). The law doesn't die. But it might be argued 
that this spoke of Jews, who alone were "under law."' If we were 
to return the argument we could say that even though the Gentiles 
were not under the law of Moses, they WERE under the law of Rom- 
ans 8:2. ‘For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has set 
me free from the LAW OF SEIN AND DEATH." All of mankind were 
under the "law of sin and death," and from within the framework of 
this universal rule evolved the law of Moses. What new thing did 
the law of Moses set forth that didn't already exist? Nothing. All 
the elements of life that makes it good or bad already existed, and 
the law of Moses only defined them. God made no demands through 
Moses concerning the conduct of man that was not a demand from 
the very beginning in the garden of Eden. God's holiness has always 
demanded perfection, as set forth in the covenant of life established 
in Eden, and death as the penalty for imperfection. The law of sin 
and death means that from Adam onward, the natural way of man- 
kind is that of sin, and death follows just as naturally because it is 
the "wages" of sin (6:23). ''Law'' in Romans 8:2, is not law in the 
same sense as legal statutes. It is used in the sense of "natural rule" 
or even,’ law of human nature.'* The "law of the Spirit of life" is the 
opposite sense, i.e., "life'' is the natural order in Christ, whereas 
"death" is that which ruled in the old age. From the law of sin and 
death, all mankind must be redeemed. 


Admittedly, Galatians 4:4 is not the full description of Christ's 
work, even though removing man from law is the major part. What 
are the factors involved in removing man from law? If we were 
allowed another verse to describe it, it would be the passage in 
Romans 3:24, 25. "They are justified by his grace as a gift, through 
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the redemption which is in Christ Jesus, whom God put torward 
AS AN EXPIATION by his blood to be received by faith. This was 
to show God's righteousness because in his divine forbearance he 
had passed over former sins.'' Books have been written on this 
passage, but we can only give a brief summary. 


When Paul said that God "in his divine forbearance he had pass - 
ed over former sins,'’ the passing over was not at the time of the 
crucifixion, but the time when sins were committed under the old 
law. In forbearance God allowed the Jews to manifest their repent~ 
ence in animal sacrifices which was sufficient for the time, for God 
looked forward to the time when Christ, the true sacrifice, would 
pay the debt of sin. The word “expiation’’, sometimes rendered 
"propitiation”, has reference to the ''mercy seat" inside the Most 
Holy Place in the tabernacle before which the high priest sprinkled 
the blood for the atonement of Israel. Now, rather than hiding the 
mercy seat behind the curtain, God has "put forward" so as to be 
accessible to all, yet only through faith. In the true sense, the 
sins of Israel were not forgiven, but were "overlooked" for the 
time. When Jesus offered himself those sins which had ‘been over= 
looked were removed for alltime. The debt had been paid and the 
receipt "nailed to the cross" (Col. 2:14). Christ came to save sin- 
ners, but saving sinners required the removal of sins by abolishing 
law. To "abolish" law does not mean to “annihilate” law. It is the 
reign of law that is abolished. The sinner is removed from the 
dominion of it. The sinner dies to the law through Christ and his 
death terminates the dominion of law. Where law reigns sin reigns, 
and where sin reigns death is certain. Where there is no law, even 
though sin may still be present, it does not have power to affect 
death because "'...sin will have no dominion over you, since you 
are not under law but under grace" (6:14). It is especially important 
that we understand that for us to live under law is to live under the 
dominion of sin and the certainty of death. Man's only hope rests 
in his deliverance from law. Concisely, the work of Christ was to 
first satisfy the demand of law by living the perfect life, and then 
to offer himself as a substitute on the cross in satisfaction of the 
sinner's debt to law. ''He was put to death for our trespasses and 
raised for our justification" (4:25). It was essential that Christ not 
only die for sins, but that he be raised in order that man may be 
justified. His death alone may have squared man before law, but 
unless Some means be made available for man to remain free of 
law, then his next sin would place him in his previous condition. 
Only if Christ be resurrected can sinners enter his spiritual body 
through faith and be saved; and only through death may sinners 
escape the dominion of law. "Since therefore Christ suffered in the 
flesh, arm yourselves with the same thought, for whoever has 
suffered in the flesh has ceased from sin" (I Pet. 4:1). The thought 
here is that Christ has suffered (died) and is now seated at the right 
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hand of God in perpetual fulfillment of law, and that we who have 
suffered with him and being raised with him, we too live in fulfill- 
ment of law and therefore free from sin. Sin ceases to have power 
over those who have died with Christ. "Do you not know that all of 
us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his 
death. ..'' (6:3). Dying for sin was an act of Christ. His resur- 
rection was an act of the Father. With the debt to law paid in full, 
the goodness of God could not allow his perfect Son to remain in 
Hades, for the grave is not the place for a perfect Being. He was 
raised for our justification, that is, that we might sustain a rela- 
tionship with the Father through the Son. 


THE NEW COVENANT, WHO WITH? 


Because of the weakness of the flesh, the salvation of mankind 
cannot rest upon a covenant made WITH man. All covenants require 
perfect obedience, and the history of divine covenant-making shows 
that it is impossible for man to uphold his end of the agreement. 
He is not a covenant keeper. Adam, in spite of his advantages, 
broke the Covenant of Life. Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and 
Moses, even though great men of faith, they nevertheless sinned 
while under contract. Therefore the new covenant cannot rest upon 
the integrity of man. It had to be made with One who had better 
credentials. This means that the covenant in which we now live is 
not between ourselves and God, but between God and Spiritual Israel 
who is Jesus Christ the Righteous. He alone is perfect. Our in- 
volvement in the new covenant is the manner in which we are 
invoived in Spiritual Israei, the body of Christ. We are born into 
a covenant already established, just as all the children of Adam are 
born into his covenant already broken. And just as the children of 
Adam had no part in his disobedience, the children of God had no 
part in the obedience of Christ. In both cases we are recipients of 
the consequences. Christ alone is under covenant, but by the grace 
of God we are allowed a share in all its blessings. 


One of the major objectives of the law of Moses was that the Jews 
might see themselves as the terrible sinners that they were, and 
that they might seek the mercy of God through faith in Christ. What 
the law demanded can only be found in Christ. He is our perfection. 
He is our payment to law He is Israel, the Mercy Seat, the 
Promised Son and our Righteousness. Jesus is all! God has given 
us a new creation, a new Adam, anew race of righteous people, a 
sanctuary where the avenger of blood (the law) cannot enter. He is 
our City of Refuge where the manslayer {the sinner) finds safety 
and rest. Jesus is our answer to law. He is our Jubilee! All debts 
have been paid and the slaves have been set free It is the great 
year of release. (to be continued) 
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MARRIAGE and DIVORCE 


-%. Bo 
Buff Scott, Jr. _ 


Cherokee, lowa 


Editor's Note: During 1978, the Firm Foundation ran a long series 
of articles on the subject of Marriage and Divorce by J.D. Thomas. 
Regretfully, his long series added nothing to the subject that was 
not already known, and for the most part was only an exposition of 
what has become the traditional view among Churches of Christ. 
Immediately following the series, Buff Scott, Jr. wrote a rebuttal 
and submitted it to Firm Foundation for printing, but was informed 
that his article would add nothing to the discussion and would not be 
printed. We are left wondering what bro. Thomas' articles added 
to the discussion that had not been heard before. We, too, have 
held the rebuttal for quite some time without printing it, but fora 
different reason. We had just finished running two or three articles 
in the Ensign and we had decided that it would be best to hold the 
article until the subject of Marriage and Divorce emerged again. 
Now that it has, here it is, and we concur with the sentiments 
expressed by bro. Scott. 


it appears that brother Thomas has opened the dikes to more 
division and marital upheaval by advocating the view that congre- 
gations ought to excommunicate those who are ''unscripturally mar- 
ried” and refuse to repent by terminating the relationship. He may 
be called upon to answer for the sad repercussions of his interpre- 
tations of marital principles. He says in number 11 of his series, 
"After every possible effort has been made to get them to do so 
(repent), the only option left is to withdraw fellowship." If his 
interpretations are accepted by the many "elderships” and unilater- 
ally imposed upon the flocks they "rule," he has in effect influenced 
them to place law above mercy and justice. Jesus condemned the 
relizswUS .€aucrsS w iS upp: for neglecting mercy and justice (Mat. 
23:23). me woiuly waught that these snoud nave the preemmence as 
we deal with human weaknesses. Judgment that is harsh has no 
rightful place in the Christian spectrum, ‘for judgment without 
mercy will be shown to anyone who has not been merciful. Mercy 
triumphs over judgment" (James 2:13). 


There is hardly a congregation anywhere that does not have a few 
members who are "unscripturally married,'"’ as brother Thomas 
views the matter. According to him, they must be excommunicated. 
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But excommunicated from what? The party, of course. It is 
gratifying to know that Jesus is not bound by our excommunicating 
interpretations and procedures. One may be excommunicated from 
the party and still retain favor with God. And this is the comforting 
aspect of the whole mess. Some very loud voices are pleading for 
a more tolerant and merciful course. We are not asking that God's 
teaching be set aside. We are asking simply that they not be made 
into a legalistic code and enforcea upon those of us who do not 
view God as a harsh taskmaster who shows no mercy to the contrite 
heart. 

It is childish and absurd to think that former husbands and wives 
who were pressured into terminating their marital unions by elders 
who sat in judgment with the threat of excommunication, may attend 
the public assemblies as brothers and sisters of the divine family 
but not as members of the natural family. They may greet each 
other and express their Christian love but may not express the love 
they once had (and still maintain} as husband and wife! I am con- 
vinced that any system which believes in and practices this kind of 
“Christian” behavior is yQid of understanding, NY 5 TREEEY » and 
justice. Would it not be safer to remove ourselves from the judg- 
ment seat and quit playing God with those whose marital unions do 
not measure up to our interpretation of Matthew 19:9? If at the judg- 
ment a husband and wife are truly found to have lived an adulterous 
life with each other, God will take care of the matter without our 
help. He has not appointed certain "elderships” and "ministers" to 
sit in judgment on earth as secondary Gods to mete out punishment 
to those who do not adhere to party standards. As for me and my 
house, we refuse to be baked in the ovens of party conformity. 

In no way am I saying that the immoral and ungodly are not to be 
lovingly and firmly dealt with. But to pigeonhole a godly and Kindly 
couple as adulterers because of their marital mixups of the past is 
to set ourselves up as little tin gods who have left mercy in the 
wilderness of legalities. a, 
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FORGET ABOUT PLAYING IT COOL - from page 6 

Christ—-we feel too threatened and insecure to drop the image of 
cooiness and allow the scars of the Cross to identity who we really 
are! So we conform—we opt for legalism—and we persecute (mock, 
laugh at, ridicule, snicker at) those who get too much turned-on 
to Jesus. 








But Paul assures us that those who live by the New Creation 
principle will be inundated with "peace and mercy" for they are 
God's true Israel! How about you? Are you opting for the life- 
style of a heathen or living like one of God's chosen? i 
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“Written Up” 


Dan Rogers, III 
Marshfield, Missouri 


Editor's Note: No one who has not been “written up" can really 
appreciate what bro. Rogers is saying in this article. This editor 
of whom brother Rogers speaks reminds me of what Pascal said 
long ago, ''Men never do evil so completely and cheerfully as when 
they do it from religious conviction.'' To me it is strange how that 
brethren can so completely abandon Christian principles when 
dealing with those with whom they disagree; but I predict that the 
time will come when it won't be as fashionable as it is at present. 


The notice arrived in the mail, being contained in one of the 
unofficial party journals. There, right on the front cover, displayed 
for all who received the journal, was the fact that the editor of that 
journal had taken exception to something that I had said, and as a 
result was presenting a "'reply'' to it. Previously, both by telephone 
and letter, he had warned and then promised that he would do this. 
He had even, at :ny request, although somewhat reluctantly, pro- 
vided me with a copy of his "reply’’ prior to publishing it. So I 
knew what to expect. Yet, that foreknowledge helped very little 
now that the moment had arrived and I actually held the published 
fulfillment of the editor's promise in my hand. The magnitude of 
the situation slowly began to dawn upon me asI realized that to be 
written up by someone is bad enough in itself, but that it is even 
worse when that someone is an editor! What would I do? 


What it all boiled down to was the fact that I did not agree with 
the editor on certain issues which he deemed to be "major issues”. 
To make matters worse, I had dared to question the editor in pri- 
vate correspondence with him. The result was that he had publicly 
written me up. In his "reply", he styled me as one: 1) who now 
destroyed the faith that I once had preached; 2) who was lost; 3) 
who sought to proselyte brethren into what he called the "grace- 
unity faction"; 4) who was arrogant; 5) who was now preaching 
another gospel; and 6) who was a false teacher. Whew! My emo- 
tions were ina turmoil. What a wretched individual I must be! The 
editor almost had ME believing what he charged. 


But then I began to consider the matter more clearly as my 
emotions subsided. The editor had made a number of serious 
charges. However, just because he said that such was so did not 


(155)15 


necessarily mean that such was indeed the case. Yes, a lot of 
brethren would accept the editor’s pronouncement as infallible, but 
was the editor infallible? Hardly! Besides, what about my point of 
view concerning our differences? Did I believe that I was holding 
to the truth? I most certainoy did? In our correspondence, had 
the editor been able to show me from the Bible that I was wrong in 
my understanding of the Scriptures? No, he had not. Was I the 
kind of person that he publicly charged me and marked me as 
being? No, I was not, and his pronouncements to the contrary 
would not make me to be such! 


Yes, there would be those brethren who would blindly accept what 
the editor said. There would likewise be others who, although they 
would not accept his pronouncements, would be afraid to let such be 
known, as they desire to keep their standéng in the party. But who 
did I answer to? the editor and those brethren? or the Lord? Why 
the Lord, of course! Would I rather please men or God? Well, if 
I wanted to continue to be a servant of Christ, then I must continue 
to seek to please God! Would I rather follow the traditions of the 
party or the commandments of Christ, which meant that if those of 
the party got angry and sought to oppose me, then they would just 
have to! 


So let the editor fire away. Let him misrepresent. Let him rant 
and rave. Let him demonstrate his partisanism. In the end, such 
a demonstration could very possibly do more to make brethren 
aware of their partisanism and to turn them from such, than all the 
words I could ever muster on the subject. After all, was it not the 
editor himself, through his demonstration of partisanism, who had 
helped me to realize that I was caught up in that sin, and as such 
needed to turn from it? Indeed it was. If his partisanism affected 
me in that way, it very possibly could affect other trethren in the 
same way ! 


Indeed, I have been written up, feeling the wrath of the party 
because I would not conform to their partisan opinions. It is a 
traumatic experience to go through. But I am not alone. Many 
brethren have been written up before me, and many more will be 
written up after me. In spite of the fact that f have now been 
written up, nothing has changed. I shall continue to hold to what [ 
believe to be the truth, even on the "major issues.'' Too, I shall 
oppose with all my might the attitude of partisanism which is found 
in SO many of my brethren today, and which causes them to brai ° 
and mark those brethren who will not conform to their opinion3. 
Such is what I, as well as an ever growing number of brethrcr 
shall do. 

619 S. Chestnut, Marshfield, Missouri 65706 

Welcome to the club, brother Rogers, you have joined an elite 
group of saints. Rejoice and give thanks for your freedom. rlk 
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Sholthes by Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


Jesus said to her, "I am the resurrection and the life. He 
who believes in me will live, even though he dies; and 
whoever lives and believes in me will never die’' (John 
11:25,26, NIV). 








Somehow Mr. Carlton's story could be anyone's. He had survived 
a rigid atheistic upbringing with his unbelief firmly intact. ‘If it 
was good enough for my parents, it's good enough for me," he often 
explained, presumably as a defense. He had uncritically accepted 
every infidel line he was fed—refusing to attend any kindof religious 
assembly just because he was toldto. His high school friends had 
frequently made light of his blind non-faith; ‘Don't you ever have 
doubts about atheism?" they would incisively inquire. But he 
remained unshaken in his stand and courageously entered the 
university ready to brave his way against all attacks. 


The pressure was on from the beginning. In his history class, 
for instance, his notion that somehow atheistic rulers were more 
humane or open to beneficial change ("After all, look at the 
crusades," he would say) was rudely dispelled by a historical look 
at 20th century tyrants. He was not even safe in Literature 201. 
Though cleverly memorizing lines from Bertrand Russell and 
Thomas Paine, they were no match for Tolstoy, Flannery O'Conner 
or J. R. R. Tolkien who all believed in God! Somehow he survived 
all those years—battling off assaults from physics, psychology and 
philosophy, not to mention several ruthless believing roommates. 
He just managed to hang on to the threads of unbelief. But he had 
to admit that it was getting harder and harder to maintain an 
intellectually honest structure for his atheism. It became in- 
creasingly difficult to face the tactless questions of acquaintances 
("Aren't you embarrassed by your unbelief?"). Then a telling blow 
happened. 


Having grown into adulthood, Mr. Carlton was ready for matri- 
mony and parenthood. To his parents' eternal displeasure, he had 
married a Christian; but he tried to reassure them by promising, 
"I won't give up my non-faith just for her...I think for myself." 
But clearly, he weakened in the face of Mrs. Carlton's gentle and 
tender concern for others and her genuine love and devotion for her 
family. Despite his embarrassment, he would never correct her 
in front of infidel friends or his parents. But he resolved that he 
could never deny the non-faith he's inherited from his parents and 
grandparents—even when his zoologist son would burst in and jest, 
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"Dad, I bet you still have the childish idea that the world just happened!" 


But Mr. Carlton is middle-aged now; his children have left home, and 
Mrs. Carlton had passed away. On the day of her funeral he wept openly 
over his loss and began to reflect soberly on the purpose of life and its 
meaninglessness without the hope of eternity. ‘Could it be," he pondered, 
“that the Story is true?" All the immature, irrational views of his youth 
suddenly dimmed in the light of discovery. ‘Have I been blinded by the 
traditions of my parcnts?' He would have to find out. (4 


1109B Brackenridge Apts., Lake Austin Blvd., Austin, Texas 78703 








Habit Forming 


By LAWSON BOLES 
1867 - 193? 
Tullahoma, Tenn. 


Editor's Note: The following previously unpublished article was 
written by the great-grandson of "Raccoon" John Smith. 

We need not be told that our habits, bad and good, make up the larger 
part of our lives; and that whether we are conscious of it or not we are 
continually permitting them to quietly grow till they rule our actions, left 
alone until they become our masters. They drive us throughout our lives 
and determine our destiny. This is true of mental as well as physical 
habits. So that it is manifestly true that we should give the matter our 
serious consideration. Young people are more under obligation to do this 
than older persons, for the younger men and women have the most of their 
lives before them, and their practices are still in a plastic state, and 
should be guarded and regulated before they become fixed. 


The thoroughly formed habit of right thinidng is very important because 
it is so far-reaching in its effects. We call dishonest men "crooks", and 
this term $s correct for they look at moral matters in a crooked way; if 
they were straight in their thinking they would have the habit of honesty. 


To think right on every matter demands that we look at all sides of it. A 
one-sided opinion is nearly always wrong. An idea fastened on without due 
consideration has no certainty of being correct. To consider a matter as 
it should be demands sincerity and freedom from any malice. It may be 
argued that no one has attained to this mental attitude. That may be, but in 
so far as we have come up to it, so far will our opinions be right. It may 
also be said that for most people this means a course of careful training; 
and the time never comes when we can give up watching ourselves. But 
the person who determines that above all things he would see life as it is, 
the price is not too great. The plain truth is what we should determine to 
obtain. Once the habit of earnestly seeking for this truth has been organized 
the foundations has been laid for growing a fund of knowledge on which we 
can depend at all times. It helps us to break the bonds of ignorance, false 
notions, and prejudice so that we may unhampered run the race of life. 
Jesus said, "Ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free." 
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We cannot risk being careless in our thinking of airy matter however 
insignificant it may seem to be. It is the experience of every one that we 
have carelessly formed an opinion on a seemingly small subject, and have 
found later that it was of great importance. The habit of right thinking 
should have such a complete control of us that we will inadvertently seck 
for the truth in everything that comes before us. Some people have this 
bad habit of jumping to conclusions and then form a perverted notion of 
being firm and consistent in their opinions, refusing to look at any other 
view of the subject and proceed to try to prove that they are right. A 
perfectly sincere person who loves the truth will be glad to learn when he 
is in error and will not hesitate to change his mind. 


We know that there is hardly a moment of our lives when this habit does 
not come into play. It will induce us to try to use each word correctly, and 
will lead us to speak and write according to the true use of languaste and 
will direct us to try to convey to others the exact idea that we have in mind. 
Do not hastily conclude that this and kindred matters are too trivial to 
occupy our attention; for it is a fact that he who is sloven in these things is 
more than apt to be sloven in morals. The mental habit controls all 
matters small and great that comes jnto its range, and a low state of 
morals and a perverted mind may be indicated to us by the way a person 
deals with these small things. All this can be justly applied to punctuality 
in keeping promises, to good manners, to personal cleanliness, etc. There 
is no phase of our lives that will not be influenced for good by this habit. 


In religious and moral matters, the habitual seeker after truth will never 
be satisfied with doubtful knowledge or be content with carelessly formed 
Opinions. He will never conclude that he has gone far enough in his search 
and give up the quest. His earnest desire to be right grows into a passion 
that drives him on and impels him to seek every source of knowledge. His 
touchstone is the word of God. By that he tries all opinions. Hence he is 
continually making progress; casting errors behind him and strenuously 
stretching out for the good. A man never in this life reaches a completely 
settled state; he is either going forward or backward, gaining or losing; 
and if he ceases mental activity his mind will become so atrophied that he 
soon sees things less clearly and to form opinions less accurately. This 
passion for truth and the habit of continually searching for it is badly 
needed in the religious world. All have their religious opinions, but how 
did they come by them? We believe many things and have many practices 
that have been handed down to us; or that we have accepted on the word of 
somebody who spoke authoritatively. Most of the church members are 
following traditions, or have unthinkingly swallowed what was given them. 
Can we say that they personally possess the truth, or that they are really 
religious at all? Does a batch of warmed over opinions over religious. 
and moral matters constitute a life of piety? Give me the man who says, 
“I will know for myself; I will not have any second-hand notions; I will 
jeave no stone unturned to find the truth; I will not allow prejudice or a 
foolish striving for consistency to hinder me; nor will I be so in love with 
my own originality that I will not accept facts wherever I may find them; I 
am so passionately fond of true wisdom that I will give up everything to 
obtain it." a 
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EDITORIAL - from page 4 


The reluctance of brethren to recognize and endorse the Florida 
philosophy should tell us something about our teaching. You could 
say that the Gainsville brethren are what the church has taught 
them to be. If they're legalistic, then the church has taught them 
to be legalistic. lf they think everybody’s going to hell but them- 
selves, it is because the church has taught them that. If they believe 
that total commitment is absolute, then it's because the church has 
not provided them with the proper tools of knowledge to enable them 
to make a distinction. 


So why should anyone be surprised that we have a Crossroads? 
At least they have what it takes to become what they have been 
taught to become. The only evidence that Crossroads might bea 
cult is in their over-aggressiveness; for we are at a loss to under- 
stand how any Church of Christ group can muster such zeal for the 
Lord while possessing the legalistic outlook. Such fervor is simply 
not the nature of legalism, which is more characterized by stern- 
ness, ritualism, and a decided lack of love and enthusiasm. What- 
ever possesses the Crossroads brethren, it is definitely not the 
common garden variety type of Church of Christ legalism. It is 
doubtful that they are legalists out of doctrinal conviction or pre- 
ference, but inadvertently due to a lack of teaching on righteousness 
and grace. We would hope that they might learn the difference 
without civing un their zeal for the Lord. 
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EDITORIAL REBUTTAL, part | 
A REVIEW OF “WEIGHTIER MATTERS” 
Charles A. Holt 


In the July, 1979 issue of Ensign, the editor wrote an editorial 
under the above heading—'‘Weightier Matters."' The readers are 
urged to re-read it before or as they consider this response. With 
no ill-will toward my able brother in the Lord, I nevertheless feel 
compelled to respond to some of the real and/or implied positions 
and views set forth in the article. (The reason for my long delay in 
responding is due to the fact that I have meanwhile had open heart 
surgery.) In spite of the time delay between the editorial'’s appear- 
ance and this review, I still feel strongly that the review is needed, 
deserved, if the good editor will allow it. This particular editorial 
has given me no little concern. I have long felt that the positions 
and views expressed therein would be the ultimate position to which 
he, and perhaps others who share some of the same views and who 
have been embroiled, along with him, in the considerable contro- 
versy, would be forced to take sooner or later. I will be more 
specific in Part II of this response. 


Brother Kilpatrick tells us that he has "never heard a preacher 
preach a sermon on the subject of 'grace' as it was taught by Paul 
in the book of Romans, and elsewhere." It is hard to believe that 
he really meant to make such a statement. I do not know where he 
has been nor who he has heard preach on "grace,"' but he has 
seriously indicted everyone of them! According to him, every last 
one of them was (is) ignorant of "the very essence of the scheme of 
redemption, how sinners are justified." Of course, he did not 
ALWAYS feel this way about the preaching he heard on the subject. 
But based upon the way the editor NOW sees things, he has judged 
(condemned) them all as having utterly failed to understand and 
preach the truth on this vital subject. Thank God, Ihave not been 
so unfortunate and deprived! It has been my joy and profit to have 
heard many a "'great’' preacher declare the truth on this thrilling 
theme— "' just Jike Paul preached it in Romans." 


But our brother tells us that he recently heard a preacher "'preach 
the doctrine of grace... just Jike Paul preached it." This simply 
means that this preacher preached what the editor NOW believes to 
be the truth on the subject. He puts his imprimatur upon this par- 
ticular preacher's sermon on grace. This unnmaed preacher, 
apparently to the surprise of the editor, really hit the nail on the 
head and preached it ‘just like Paul did in Romans..." It does 
seem that the editor should have given us the identity of such a 
"rare'' preacher—the only one of his kind that the editor has ever 
heard! 
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It may well be that the editor was more impressed by something 
else. He tells us that "this same preacher went on to reveal some 
startling facts resulting from a personal survey conducted among a 
group of preachers in our so-called ‘Bible belt'’. The survey was 
to determine if these preachers correctly understood "the meaning 
of ‘imputed righteousness’ as it is used in the case of Abraham in 
Romans 4."" He gives "'the amazing results": "72 preachers re— 
sponded, 45 gave the wrong answer, 23 left the question blank, and 
T gave an acceptable answer. Seven out of 72!" The editor's ques- 
tion after this is in order indeed: "What do you make of that?"" Does 
he really want me to tell him? His readers are asked to accept his 
unsubstantiated assertion about the results of the survey as well as 
the survey itself. He says only '7 gave an acceptable answer." 
Acceptable to whom? 


The survey itself defies justification and validity to prove any- 
thing. Surveys have been conducted for about every purpose one 
can imagine. They may influence the ignorant and unstable, but 
they rarely have any validity. Surveys of this type are often used 
to "prove" whatever the surveyor wants to prove. 


Brother Kilpatrick hastens to add his judgment of what the survey 
proves: ''This means that 65 preachers but of 72 have no under- 
standing of the very essence of the scheme of redemption, how 
sinners are justified." And WHO says so? What is the proof for 
such a serious assertion? He is easily convinced and upon. the 
flimsy, invalid evidence of a survey! Maybe if the survey and its 
"results" were examined, it might indicate that the 65 were the 
ones who really understand the point at issue. WHO is the survey- 
or? What are his credentials? The main point is, where did he 
(or Brother Kilpatrick) get his ''correct answer" to the question: 
and just WHAT is that answer? Did God deliver it to him from on 
high in some oracle spelled out in some clear, unambigious 
language, with a set format, so that an exact CREEDAL measure 
of all responses could be made? This whole survey bit smacks of 
pressure tactics and an effort to intimidate. When this sort of 
thing becomes PROOF of anything it is time to be alarmed. Bro. 
Kilpatrick is apparently very desperate to resort to such. 


Brother Kilpatrick then raises this question: "How did we ever 
get so sidetracked?" This question is based upon the bare assump= 
tion, apparently drawn from this survey, that we are indeed "'side- 
tracked." The survey is certainly no proof of this charge. It does, 
however, seem to offer some rather strong proof of the folly of 
those who engage in such surveys and/or use the "results" to make 
assumptions and allegations. 


Brother Kilpatrick's editorial, in my judgment, is his weakest— 
and most dangerous—effort yet. But it does become, perhaps, the 
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occasion for revealing himself and the basic beliefs he NOW holds 
more fully than every before. (And I predict that "the end is not 
yet'"’—he shall wax worse and worse; that is, go further and further 
in his denial of basic Bible teachings even though I pray that such 
will not be the case.) Heretofore I have not been too concerned 
about all the controversy and exchange on these questions which 
have been FORCED into devisive issues. But there was one thing 
that I did fear, which is apparently taking place. That is that my 
brother, along with others who share his views and feels the un-~ 
relenting pressure of opposition, would be DRIVEN to the ultimate 
extreme of openly repudiating any "outward obedience" on the part 
of a Sinner as essential to the acceptance of, or receiving the sal- 
vation procurred by and provided in Jesus. This, I believe, Bro. 
Kilpatrick has done in his editorial and I shall attempt to show 
proof of this in Part 1 of this response. I am not writing to de- 
nounce or villify him; to destroy or mark him as an apostate "false 
teacher.'' I write as a deeply concerned brother who cares about 
him and the readers of ENSIGN. 


951 Julian Road, Chattanooga, TN 37421 
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EDITORIAL REPLY 


Many of you who know brother Holt, or who may have heard of 
him (how that he had graduated from the "school of legalism"), will 
be just as shocked as I was after reading his review. It is difficult 
to understand how a man like Holt can get this perturbed over a 
thing as innocent as a religious survey. However, I must be honest 
with our readers and inform them that, having seen both Parts of 
the review, Part I is not the thing bothering bro. Holt. The real 
issue is brought out in Part II. So, rather than upstage him in this 
reply to his review, I'll wait until he reveals the real problem. 


Bro. Holt makes entirely too much out of the survey. Why should 
he feel intimidated by it since we gave no answers to any of the 
questions on the questionnaire? Maybe there's a reason. How can 
he condemn something that he has never seen? How does he know 
that his answers to the questions would be different from the seven 
preachers who answered correctly—from my point of view and that 
of the surveyor? Isn't it just possible that his answers may coin- 
cide with ours? If so, would he then agree with the survey? He 
could do none else if he has confidence in his answers. Yet he 
makes light of my confidence in my own convictions. He is indeed 
fortunate that he has had the privilege of hearing "many a ‘great’ 
preacher declare the truth on this thrilling theme" of grace, "'' "just 
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THE LORD'S SUPPER 


(PART 1 OF 3 PARTS) 


CARL LLOYD 
Ithaca, N.Y. 


Viable alternative within Christian traditions are pregnant at all 
levels of thought. The Lord's Supper is no exception! Have you ever 
felt as if there wasn't any Good-News being proclaimed in our tradi~ 
tional observances of the Lord's Supper? If you ever have, don't feel 
as if you're a traitor to the Body or a rebel to our Lord. There is 
Good-News in the celebration of His death (1 Cor. 11:26), even if some 
of our present-day rituals don't illuminate that fact! 


Why is it that we so often misrepresent this time of thanksgiving 
(eucharisteo: "thanks", "good grace'')? The problem stems from 
several sources. One of these sources might be a misconception of 
the Old Testament Passover feast. We must look to the Passover 
feast because it was at this occasion that our Lord instituted His 
Eucharist (Mat. 26:17ff). 


In turning to Exodus 12 we are told of God's original design for the 
Passover. The requirements are listed. The symbols engrained. 
The benefits clarified. Then, in a conclusive statement, God says, 
"Now this day will be a memorial to you, and you shall celebrate it as 
a feast to the Lord: throughout your generations you are to celebrate 
it as an eternal ordinance" (Ex. 12:14, NAS). The Passover was a 
memorial. The Passover was a celebration. The Passover was a 
feast unto Jehovah. 


Memorials are a common factor in the Scriptures. Both the Hebrew 
and Greek forms of this term reflect a "remembering" motif. The 
Passover was a time to recall and teachof God's care for the enslaved 
people. The seven-day feast of Unleavened Bread (Ex. 13) was also a 
memorial. Writings were often memorials (Ex. 17:14). God's name 
was a memorial (Ex. 3:15, Hosea 12:5). The two stones on Aaron's 
robe, which contained the names of the twelve tribes, were also 
memorials (Ex. 28:12ff), Trumpets, Atonement, and Booths were also 
memorials (Lev. 23:24). The "tassel cords of blue" were memorials 
(Num. 16:40). In Joshua 4:7 the twelve stones placed upon the Jordan's 
bank were also memorials. On and on the lst could go! 


The main factor here is to see that these memorials were geared to 
remind the people of God's intervention within their lives. Two speci- 
fic examples will suffice here. In Ex. 12:26 and Joahua 4:6, God tells 
His people that such memorials are geared to teach future generations. 
"When your children ask later, saying, ‘What does this mean?' you 
shall answer them..." 
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Let's imagine for a moment that we were partakers of the first 
Passover (the same could be said if we were at the Jordan crossing). 
The messenger of death is coming. The death-wail was all around us 
but we were safe. Fear gripped us as we waited, but God's promises 
proved reliable. How would you feel at this point? What would your 
thoughts convey to God? Some years later your children ask you why 
you observe this ritual. Would you yawn, grow impatient and unin- 
terested and convey how God spared you ina ho-hum tone? Would you 
grow fearful once again or rejoice in what God had done? Wouldn't 
you celebrate the mere memory of that occasion?! Wouldn't you 
convey to your children the greatness of God and what He means to 
you by your exciting story of His protection? ! 


Is our celebration of the Messiah's Passover a true celebration? Is 
it a festive time? Is it a teaching event? Haven't you ever heard 
children say, ''Why do you take the juice and cracker ?"' How many of 
us tell that same child to "hush"? Don't we often act as if it is a 
silent, remorse-filled period? It shouldn't be! In fact, the term for 
a memorial is used only once in reference to a tomb's marker (Mark 
5:5). We aren't burying the Christ, we are celebrating His interven- 
tion in our lives! 


Memories are not merely intellectual assessments or recollections. 
Ask any person who has lived through a near-miss accident or crimi- 
nal assault. To merely recall that event causes feeling to arise. Ask 
any widow(er) about their departed spouse and you'll get more than an 
intellectual recollection. When the Hebrew parent recalled the festival 
she/he also recalled the feelings of that event. The celebrative spirit 
was once again renewed. Feelings as well as intelligence are involved 
in this memorial experience. Without both aspects being present the 
celebration is quenched. Without both one cannot truly re-experience 
that saving event. 


If this thought can be transferred to the Passover of Mat. 26, we 
find the commonalities of the Passover Lamb and the celebration motif. 
It wasn't until Jesus proclaimed His own death that this Passover 
became bewildering. Fear and anger gripped the disciples. However 
just as was the case with the early Hebrews, the disciples later saw 
the great festive element involved in this particular Passover (Lord's 
Supper). This is why Paul declared that he would"proclaim" his death! 


Mixed feelings also tend to plague our feast today. Too often our 
remorse and sadness, bewailments and tears merely convey our 
masocistic tendences. Are we somehow belittling ourselves in order 
to gain a cleansing? Did the Hebrews seek to belabor the point of 
God's Passover or did they do what he said and accept the grace? Too 
often we are prone to look for ways to earn God's grace. Perhaps that 
is the problem with grace, it's free. Anything free to the American 
mind is cheap” and meaningless. Perhaps we all need to eviluate 
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our motives more deeply. Does our Lord's Supper enactment come 
across as a funeral wake for the dead because we are striving to con- 
vey to God just how much we are suffering for Him? 


Again, feelings and knowledge go hand-in-hand. If we properly 
understand the facts of God's accomplishments, then we will tend to 
develop the spiritual feelings that correspond to those facts. Too often 
some of our feelings depict that we actually do not know the facts or 
understand the total implications. Here, the implications are those of 
celebration, festivity, and Good-News! 


Conclusively, therefore, we have the Lord's Supper as a reflection 
upon God's Passover. Its comprehensive nature spans through the 
Old Testament. It was a festive celebration of Good-News! a 
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Shotches by Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


I hate, I despise your religious feasts: I cannot stand your 
assemblies... Though you bring choice fellowship offerings, 
I will have no regard for them (Amos 5:21, 22, NIV). 


Sunday, January 4 


In they strolled today—a record crowd. It seems as if all they 
care about are numbers, two "numbers" to be specific; the attend- 
ance figures and the contribution. They came into me to "worship" 
but it seems like most of them were more concerned that every- 
thing went "decently and in order."’ There were no mistakes; the 
prayers were properly general and predictable, the song leader led 
the right number of songs and verses and the preacher put every- 
one to sleep. Did anyone "worship" today ? 


Monday, January 5 


The deacons put up the new sign on me today, a neon one that 
let's all the people in town know who "we" are—certainly nota 
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denomination! I hear that echoed in my auditorium often enough. 
Strange though. All the other churches in town have their signs 
out front too, letting everyone know who they are. I sometimes 
wonder if those who drive by my doors really think this congrega- 
tion is any more distinctive than those others in town. 


Tuesday, January 6 


I understand that they are going to hold a "gospel meeting" inside 
me in a few weeks. Evidently, these people think that "gospel 
meetings" are pretty special since they always put a big ad in the 
paper and employ some of the bigger brotherhood preachers. 
Somehow, though, no outsider (as they call them) ever comes 


Wednesday, January 7 


Tonight is Bible study.'' It does not seem any less "worship" 
but the brethren here like to make that distinction. Only about half 
the people show up who come Sundays. Some brother brought up the 
fact that the early church did not depend on church buildings to do 
their evangelism for them. He shocked everyone by suggesting they 
leave (as he put it) "their ivory palace" and "get out where people 
reall need Jesus" instead of ''going through the motions of evan- 
gelism.'' He accused them of letting the “invitation song'’ become 
a salve for their smarting consciences. Nobody much liked what 
he had to say, except for a few other "dissidents." (I overheard 
one of the more influential brethren suggest that "they keep an eye 
on them.'') He shouted down very quickly and denounced as a 
"radical" who ‘'doesn't respect Bible authority.'’ Then somebody 
spent the rest of the time talking about how I was an expedient and 
went through a long list of rules proving I was a "necessary infer-~ 
ence." 


Thursday, January 8 


The workmen laid the new carpet in me today. Then some nice 
ladies dropped by to put up the $1500 drapes which are color-co- 
ordinated. They wanted to beat the asphalt men who were coming 
to do the parking lot. 


Saturday, January 10 


The preacher came over today to do the bulletin. All at once he 
stopped and, looking to my ceiling, started talking loudly to God. 
All I could make out was that he wanted to quit. Then, wiping his 
tears away, he turned the press back on. 
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Faith Through the Ages 
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There are those who will not accept the idea that "faith" itself is 
a gift of God, citing Ephesians 2:8 to show that the "this" in that 
part of the passage that reads ''this is not of yourselves" refers to 
"salvation" and not to faith. It is true that "this" refers to salvation, 
but it does not nullify the fact that faith also is a gift of God. Here 
before us we have two alternatives. Faith is either a gift from God 
or it is an achievement of man. ff from God, then salvation is 
"through" faith and not "because of" faith. If from man, then it is 
an accomplishment of man and salvation is "because of" faith, and 
in the final tally God "owes" man his salvation. Notice again Eph. 
2:8: "For by grace you have been saved through faith; and this is 
not your own doing..." (RSV). But unless faith be from God, it is 
man's "own doing"! Faith would be an achievement of man and 
would fall within the scope of merit for having achieved it. Also, 
if faith is from man, then salvation is no gift of grace. Therefore, 
the passage cannot mean that salvation is from God and that faith is 
from man. No man can "get" faith. Only if faith come from God 
can the principle of works be excluded, "in order that the promise 
may rest on grace" (4:16). Paul also said, ''For who sees anything 
different in you? What have you that you did not receive? If then 
you received it, why do you boast as if it were not a gift? (1 Cor. 4:7). 


The great fallacy in this line of thought is in thinking that faith 
has reference to an inner, ethical condition wrought on the soul by 
believing, and that salvation is "because of" this condition. This is 
not the way that Paul uses "faith'' when the grounds for salvation is 
under discussion. It is true that there is something "good" in faith, 
which, when God sees he declares righteous. But the question is, 
who and where is the source of this faith? Where does faith come 
from? Are we talking about objective or subjective faith? Surely 
the efficacy of faith rests within the object of faith, Jesus. Regard- 
less of what we may establish as the justifying cause, when we 
reach the bottom line, it is the grace of God that saves, and by 
whatever route we approach the cause, the end conclusion must 
attribute salvation solely to the grace of God. In whatever way that 
man may define "meeting conditions", it cannot be interpreted in 
any way to mean that man contributes anything worthy of salvation. 
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God is sovereign. Not even the death of Christ places God under 
any kind of obligation to save mankind. Christ's sacrifice was an 
"offering' made to appeal to God to save mankind, but it didn't 
obligate Him to do it. The choice was God's act of free will, and 
only in this way could salvation be by grace. Salvation rests upon 
the perfect Obdject of faith, and not on the sinful "subject."’ Since 
the death of God's own Sondidn't placeGod under obligation to save, 
then surely no act of man can place Him in his debt. It may help to 
understand the point by the analogy below. 


While in the wilderness the Israelites were guided by a pillar of 
Cloud by day and a pillar of fire by night. This was their guide 
through the wilderness which is typical of the church’s journey 
through the wilderness of life. When the cloud moved the Israelites 
moved, when it stopped they stopped, when it lowered they pitched 
camp, and when it raised they broke camp and moved with it. 


From heaven God has directed a beam of light upon the earth and 
focused if upon man. Man moves with the light, and along the way 
others are attracted by the light and move with it. John says that 
this light "shines in the darkness, and the darkness has not over— 
come it" (John 1:5). John goes on to say that he was not this light 
but came to bear witness to the light. Jesus, of course, was ''the 
true light that enlightens every man" (vs. 9). Light was coming into 
the world and those who received it (saw it) HAD THE POWER to 
become the children of God by walking in the light. The "power to 
become" lay within man's "enlightenment" that "light" WAS salva- 
tion. It is this that sets the stage for man to "will" to follow "light’’. 
It is not difficult to see that the justifying element here is not in the 
“will'’ but in that which enlightened, the light that was revealed from 
heaven. Therefore, enlightenment (which is subjective faith) leads 
toward faith's object, the light Himself. Those who follow the light 
are '‘born, not of the will of the flesh, nor af the will af man, but 
of God" (vs. 13). 


As Jesus is the light that came down from heaven and enlightens, 
then justification is grounded upon the object of our enlightenment. 


"For it is the God who said, 'Let light shine out of darkness,’ who 
has shown in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the 
glory of God in the face of Christ" (M1 Cor. 4:6). 


Those who walk within this circle of light are ‘born of God"because 
they are revealed by the light. God sees only those of whom the 
light reveals, and in this John admonishes us to "'waJ]k in the light 
as he is in the light." Those who do are "rightly related" to God. 
They are "just'', therefore justified; they are "right" therefore 
righteous. This is the "righteousness of faith’ because the faith 
that makes right comes from God, and because it "comes from God" 
it is the "righteousness of God."" No man can "get" faith in the 
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sense of personally achieving it, any more than one may get the 
road on which he travels. The road is provided by someone else. 


"On what principle did God declare Abraham's 
THE J EWS: faith righteous?" 
AND On the principle that faith recognizes God and re- 


stores glory and honor. 
SAVING "Did the Jews possess faith ?"' 


FAITH Yes, the Jews believed in God just as we do, and 
just as did Abraham. 


"If the faith of the Jews was the same as that of Abraham, did it 
not also restore honor and glory ?" 


Yes, the Jews possessed the kind of faith that glorified God. 


"Then why didn't God declare their faith righteous, just as he did 
Abraham ?"' 


It is true that the Jews had the right kind of faith, and that God 
regarded it as right. But there is a great deal of difference between 
regarding faith to be right and reckoning faith as righteousness. To 
"reckon" faith as righteousness is to formally declare the sinner 
pardoned, he is acquitted ona verdict of "not guilty.'’ This could 
never be the case of the Jews as long as the law held them in bond- 
age to sin (we will return later to this point). 


In a prophetic, symbolic, or futuristic sense, God did declare 
the faith of the Jews righteous. When repentence was manifested 
in the offering of animals "without spot or blemish", this was 
atonement in prospect. Even the "ground" for forgiveness was 
symbolized in the perfection and innocence of the animals offered, 
which spoke prophetically of the true innocence and perfection of 
the "Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world."" Even 
though we understand that the "blood of bulls and goats could never 
take away sins" (Heb. 10:1ff), we also know that Romans 3:24, 25 
says that God ‘‘overlooked" those former sins that were atoned for 
by animal sacrifice. They were overlooked in the sense that God 
did not charge the guilt of sin to their account. Sins were held in 
abeyance, so to speak, or "rolled forward''’, because God saw the 
great Day of Atonement when the real Lamb would be offered. 


The faith evidenced by the Jews was the proper kind of faith 
according to the Hebrew letter, chapter 11, and it differed only ina 
slight sense from the faith of Abraham. In fact, the faith of Abra- 
ham, the Jews, and Christians is in essence the same. Abraham's 
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faith extended vertically from himself to God, and horizontally 
toward future fulfillment. The faith of the Jews was likewise verti- 
cal and was horizontal in both directions. That is, it looked in 
retrospect to the promise of Abraham and in prospect to its fulfill- 
ment. Since Jesus was the object of the Promise, then we can say 
that both Abraham and the Jews believed ‘in Christ" in prospect. 
In reality, this same faith in Christ has been entertained from the 
very beginning, from the very first Messianic prophecy of the 
"woman's seed bruising the serpent's head", and even before this 
His atonement was symbolized in those animals whose _ skins 
covered the shame of Adam and Eve. 


Does the faith of Christians differ? If so, in what respect? Does 
not our faith likewise extend upward to God, retrospectively to the 
Promise and Fulfillment, and prospectively to the second coming 
of the Messiah? There is, though, one difference, if we think of 
faith in terms of difficulty. For it is much easier to believe that 
something has happened than to believe that it will happen. Then 
can we not say that Christian faith is just an extension of the faith 
of Abraham which looks in prospect to that Great Promise of return 
and resurrection? Is not our "hope of Israel'' the same as the Jews, 
that Messiah will come? Therefore, we conclude that the kind of 
faith that justifies and sets men right with God is the same in all 
dispensations. 


WHAT DOES IT MEAN TO BE "IN" CHRIST? 


Has the object of our faith changed from Him who made the 
promise to rest only in Him of whom the promise spoke? Does 
faith still look vertically and forward to the fulfil]ment of the "bless- 
ing of all nations'’? Or does faith look only in retrospect? Before 
proceeding, maybe we should ask if we really have a problem here, 
or are we just counting angels on the point of the needle ? 


The only problem that might arise along this line is the tendency 
to see faith residing only in Christ at the point of faith in Christ, to 
limit faith only to matters surrounding the Son without the vertical 
extension toward God the Father. 


The object of faith has not changed. When we speak of having 
faith "in' Christ, ‘faith’ here should be understood not only in the 
context of Christ's deity, sonship, his work in redemption, etc., 
but also faith in God the Father WHILE IN Christ. In truth we can't 
have one without the other. Saving faith consists in believing in 
God's promise and in believing that Christ is the fulfillment of that 
promise. As the Hebrew writer said, the faith that "pleases" God 
is the belief that "he exists and rewards those who seek him" (1:6). 
Through faith in God we have faith in Christ that he was the Son of 
God, and through the Son we seek the Father. Therefore, our faith 
is "in God in Christ." 
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Note that Paul said that righteousness "will be reckoned to those 
who believe in HIM who raised from the dead Jesus our Lord" (4:24). 
Therefore, faith is to believe in God who raised Jesus. Our faith 
is still 'In God" whose grace gave us HisSon. We believe in the 
Son because we believe in the Father, and no one can believe in the 
Son without believing in the Father who sent Him. Faith is dually 
centered. Jesus said, "Let not your hearts be troubled; believe in 
God, believe also in me" (John 14:1), We believe in bothFather and 
Son and this is the only kind of saving faith that man has ever had. 
Abraham's faith was in God the Father and also in the Son of prom- 
ise. God the Father was the object of the Jews' faith which looked 
to the promise in retrospect and to its fulfillment in prospect. Our 
faith also has God the Father as its center while looking retro~- 
spectively in both promise and fulfillment and prospectively in view 
of the great promise of resurrection. 


This line of though does not detract from faith inChrist, nor does 
it lessen our appreciation for the atonement of Christ. It simply 
places faith in clearer perspective. Faith in Christ is believing 
that he is the fulfillment of God's promise to Abraham, and that 
through him and in him is the blessing of all nations. To believe 
that Christ is all this, necessitates that we believe he was God's 
Son who worked the redemption of mankind through his sacrifice 
for our sins and his resurrection for our justification. This is that 
which is "gospel", the good news, "for in it the righteousness of 
God is revealed" (1:17). The gospel reveals how righteousness has 
been obtained for us in the redemptive work of Christ on our be- 
half, and as our substitute in the fulfillment of law. He who believes 
has restored honor and glory to God, and it is on this principle that 
faith is declared righteous. 


Therefore, the essence of belief is the same for all men in all 
dispensations, God, Promise, Son. God cannot declare one's faith 
righteous unless he believes in Christ and his atonement. Freedom 
from the bondage of sin is found only in Christ, and only in his 
kingdom is faith free to glorify God. In this we have the answer to 
our original question why God did not declare the faith of the Jews 
as righteousness. There was no real forgiveness of sins under the 
law of Moses, not until the true Lamb of God offered himself in the 
great sacrifice. Then will God reckon faith as righteousness. 


It may seem contradictory to say that from Adam to Moses there 
was sin but no transgression. But Paul is not being contradictory 
when he said in 4:15, ''For the law brings wrath, but where there is 
no law there is no transgression," and in 5:13, "Sin indeed was in 
the world before the law was given, but sin is not counted where 
there is no law.'' The matter is clear when we understand that 
transgression can only take place where there is an existing law to 
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break. Since no law existed between Adam and Moses there was no 
transgression. However, sin DID exist. Sin is anything that is out 
of harmony with Divine nature. The ljives of those who lived between 
Adam and Moses were out of harmony with God's attribute of holi- 
ness, even though He had not specified just how or why this was so. 
When the law of Moses came in, sin became transgression because 
divine nature was laid out before the people in the form of law, 
"which law they brake.’' Breaking a known law constitutes personal 
guilt. 


But guilt is to be understood in two senses. There is the guilt of 
conscience from knowing that law has been broken, and guilt ina 
universal sense which describes the ''state” or "status" of man 
before God. Paul said in 3:19, after convincingly arguing that all 
manjaind stood under divine wrath because of sin and unrighteous- 
ness and had no cause to boast, he concludes with, "’...so that the 
whole world may be held accountable to God, for through the law 
comes the knowledge of sin.’ The whole world is accountable be- 
cause of guilt, and it could not be accountable in the absence of 
guilt, neither of Jew nor Gentile. Paul argued that the Jews were 
guilty because they HAD law but failed to keep it, and prior to this 
he proved conclusively that the Gentiles, even though they had no 
law, were guilty and accountable just as Jews. (to be continued) 


A PRAYER OF FRUSTRATION... 


“Keeping the Faith” 
Koger Rossiter 


Dear Father, I've always tried to be positive and optimistic. In 
fact, that's my natural personality. I'll never forget the hope and 
joy I felt when I responded to your Son fifteen years ago. Every 
load was lifted and I was ready to take on the worldfor you. You 
know, Father, about six months after becoming your child I started 
studying to preach. I've never regreted it. I went from church to 
church on speaking appointments. I met many brothers and sisters 
whom I enjoyed and loved very much. I still do, but it wasn't long 
before I noticed a real probiem. 


Now many were living for Christ; not many were excited about 
their redemption; not many were disciples of Christ; not many were 
soul-winners, but many were "keeping the faith." It didn't take 
much to get brothers and sisters stirred up about that. Mostly, 
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though, they just talked (sometimes loudly and angrily). We had 
debates, pamphlets condemning sectarianism, and "write-ups" in 
the brotherhood papers for those who wouldn't fall in line. In Bible 
classes, we had heavy discussions “against the denominations."' In 
sermons we got ''amens" when we "shelled down the corn" on in- 
strumental music, going by the right name, living under law, 
organization of the church; but, Lord have mercy, we didn't talk 
much about Jesus as Good News! We weren't excited about the 
death, burial and resurrection, but we condemned the sinful 
practice of celebrating "Christmas" and ''Easter.'' We didn't dare 
talk about the glorious supernatural! birth of the Blessed Child, 
Jesus, on Christmas, because we didn't want to get classified with 
sinful denominationalists who were praising You for the advent of 
Christ into the world to redeem us. And you know that, Lord, 
don't you? 


We wouldn't dream of uttering a word about the Good News on 
Easter. Horror of all horrors, some might think we're just like 
the denominations. So we wouldn't mention it, but we'd get all 
hyper and preach another "hell-fire and brimstone" message about 
“keeping the faith."' If some preacher got bold enough to put the 
resurrection into perspective on Easter, we'd eye him suspiciously. 


Forgive us, dear Lord. We didn't even know what your Lord- 
ship was all about. We supposed that Lordship was another deno- 
minational cliche that was taboo for true Christians. I don't think 
we really cared a lot about You being Master of our lives. After 
all, we gave one to three hours every week, and we figured that 
was enough to get us to heaven. 


My Father, I'm sick about it. We didn't do much ministering. 
As long as we could get to worship services and a few dried up 
gospel meetings we were happy. We had our favorite pew and 
everyone knew where everyone else sat. We really didn't encourage 
each other, like visiting the sick, injured, dying, but we were 
“keeping the faith.’ Keeping the faith was a simple matter, just 
pass on the traditionof our forefathers and scold anyone who didn't. 
After all, it was Bible; our forefathers were Church of Christ too, 
and they couldn't be wrong. And it didn't matter if our thinking 
sometimes contradicted the scriptures. We could handle that with 
"the secret things belong to God," and go. right on "speaking where 
the Bible speaks and being silent where the Bible is silent"! And 
everyone knows that "we can all understand the Bible alike." 


We weren't too concerned over the needs of those around us. One 
time when we really got disgusted with a certain preacher—now, 
everyone knows that a preacher is supposed to be a good "public 
relations" man for the church and should make a good impression— 
who was running around town with old, ragged clothes on, all 
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covered with black stuff, and we just couldn't tolerage that. So we 
started gossiping about it, really caused a stink! —come to find out, 
according to him, he was repairing a furnace for one of the elderly 
widowed sisters! Didn't matter, though; he should have taken some 
of the back streets, or something. 


Another thing dear Jehovah, we covldn't get it together on soul 
winning. We'd rather set back and condemn them to hell than save 
them. After all, it took courage, and, when someone started to get 
excited about it and tried to start some program, we'd have to 
discourage him, so we wouldn't look too bad ourselves. And when 
everyone else was jumping into ungodly ministries, like bus mini- 
stries, youth activities, campus ministries, and senior citizens 
ministries, and some even went to the sinful practice of holding 
"Junior church." But we just kept on “keeping the faith." 


Dear Father, forgive us! Forgive our arrogant ways. Forgive 
our false piety, critical attitudes and judgmentalness! Forgive us 
for not looking to Jesus, the author and finisher of "'our faith. "' 
Help us to become disciples, to follow Jestis in sacrifice and 
minister to those who need us. Help us to understand that our 
mission in the world is to become soul-winners, and please help us 
to understand what ‘the faith"’ is and what it means to defend it. 
Father, I'm so frustrated with the misconceptions I've had. I want 
to please you. I want to rejoice in your Grace. I want to '*know 
that I have eternal life" in my Savior. I love you. 


Note: I'm not cynical or depressed. [ believe in God and his 
wonderful Redeemer Son. Grace is the means of our Salvation. 
Mercy is the only reason we stand justified. Peace is ours in Jesus. 
This article is an effort to help us see the traps we get into when 
we fail to center on Jesus and his redeeming message. aS 
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“The Law of Jehovah is Perfect” 


Keith Smothers 


Error seldom remains small but becomes enlarged. This 
principle is seen among the Seventh-Day Adventists who begin with 
one false notion that a difference exists between the Law of Moses 
and the Law of the Lord. From here they seek to bind not only the 
Decalogue's fourth commandment but a whole train of additional 
Old Testament doctrines upon Christians. 
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Many Christians hold a mistaken view that the Old Testament was 
less holy than the New. Contrariwise, both the Old and New Test- 
aments testify to the Law's holiness and Paul wrote: "...if there 
had been a law given which could make alive, verily righteousness 
would have been of the law" (Gal. 3:21). Jesus acknowledged that 
eternal life could be found in the law: '’Do this and you will live” 
(Lk. 10:26-28). But, refusing to believe the Scriptures, this single 
error regarding the Law's virtuousness has been contrived into a 
false gospel, by some, wherein man is viewed as being justified 
from sin on the basis of New Testament works. Grant this single 
error about the Old Law's holy nature and the New Covenant be- 
comes forever clouded like an old glass of iced-tea. Consequently, 
many today are repeating the Jew's mistake who followed after the 
law of righteousness but attained it not because they pursued it not 
by trust but by works of law (ef. Rom. 9:31-32). The doctrine that 
man is saved by keeping perfect New Testament works and could 
not earlier be saved on this same basis because of the Old Law's 
imperfect nature is wholly false. This modern-day doctrine of 
works=-righteousness is, at heart, the perverted gospel of Gal. 1:7-9). 


Our misunderstanding and misinformation about the Old Testa- 
ment and its laws creates other problem areas for the church. 
Believing it to be unworthy we neglect its pages. Because there 
are hundreds of Old Testament allusions in the book of Revelations 
and numerous New Testament writers employed a common stock- 
pile of Old Testament language to convey well known Jewish 
concepts, we find many New Testament pages closed to our under- 
standing. We even study Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount from a 
jaundiced view that he was addressing himself to a lesser and a 
greater standard of virtue as supposedly existed under the Old and 
New Covenants. His sermon is not the essence of the gospel but 
rather it is the fulfillment of the law. 


As teachers we are frequently guilty of offering saints a contrived 
short-cut to salvation wherein one need only to know the New. Our 
detractors speak some truth when they charge that we don't believe 
in the Old-—-for we often neglect it entirely. The problem is that 
one cannot really know the New without knowing the Old also. We 
must become like Timothy who knew the sacred writings and be- 
lieved that all Scripture was "... profitable for training in right- 
eousness" (iI Tim. 3:15-17). By successfully learning the Old we 
will come to appreciate its unsurpassable virtue, we will come to 
recognize a perverted gospel that is being preached by some, and 
many heretofore closed pages of the New Testament will be opened 
to our understanding. Cl 
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EDITORIAL REPLY - from page 4 


like Paul preached it’''''. Perhaps it would have been more helpful 
if bro. Holt had written us an article on the theme of grace and the 
meaning of imputed righteousness in Romans 4, rather than to 
condemn our answer which was never given. 


Concerning the validity of the survey, since I didn't see it and 
only know of one question on it, I can't couch for its overall useful- 
ness, nor am I even interested in its usefulness. The survey merely 
pointed out what many brethren have known all along, i.e., that the 
majority of our preachers do not preach the "thrilling theme” of 
grace as it is taught in Scripture. Right here bro. Holt feigns 
ignorance as to what we mean by that statement (or else why would 
he condemn, if he doesn't know?). But he knows exactly whatwe 
mean when we speak of grace andthe brotherhood concept of it. Let 
me ask him if the majority of the brotherhood preaches the kind of 
grace that we have been writing about in the Ensign, and does he 
agree with articles such as those written by Roy Key, G.C. Brewer 
(then editor of Gospel Advocate), Arnold Hardin (editor of Persuad-~ 
er), Robert Brinsmead (editor of Verdict), whose articles, as well 
as others, have appeared in past issues of Ensign? If Holt thinks 
we have it wrong, then he should say so. 


In his articles on ''The Righteousness of God", Roy Key said: 


There are many who have given the subject but little atten- 
tion. Others attempt to develop the theme in what they 
consider a logical manner, but pay no attention to the dis~ 
cussion of this matter given by Paul in the early chapters 
of the Roman letter. While one hesitates at times to say 
anything concerning it, yet at other times he cannot refrain 
from speaking, for this is the very heart of the gospel of 
Jesus Christ. I say this thoughtfully: the man who does not 
know what the righteousness of God is cannot really appre- 
ciate the gospel of Christ or the grace of God. (Feb., 1979) 


Understanding the grace of God as taught by Paul is to understand 
what Paul taught on the righteousness of God. To understand one is 
to understand the other, and to misunderstand (or to NOT under- 
stand) one is a misunderstanding of them both. To understand the 
righteousness of God is to understand imputed righteousness is to 
understand grace, andthis is why the subject is seldom preached 
because there is little understanding of God's righteousness. 


In his follow-up comment on bro. Key's article, G.C. Brewer 
said: 


Brother Key shows a grasp on the subject that even many 
preachers do not seem to possess. He has, what I con- 
sider a true understanding of Paul's teachings in Romans. 
... does anyone teach a different doctrine, or is it just a 
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failure to comprehend fully and to explain clearly the 
teaching of Paul? It may well be both. It is certain that 
many have not grasped and accepted Paul's teachings; and 
Since they do not know what he teaches, they will, if they 
teach at all on the subject, teach something that they them- 
selves do not understand... (April, 1979). 


This, bro. Holt, is what f and many others have discovered about 
our teachings on the subject of Grace. And to say that I have never 
heard anyone preach grace as it was preached by Paul is not an 
indictment of all of them. Bro. Brewer sums it up this way: 


However, it is not that there is so much false teaching on 
the question of God's righteousness, but that there is a 
lack of true teachings that gives us concern. (op. cit. ) 


We do not condemn anyone for a lack of understanding as long as 
he struggles to learn. He is to be condemned who refuses to be 
instructed, who draws the line and says "no further", who closes 
his mind, and who anathematizes all others who are not likeminded. 


Apparently bro. Holt does not agree with our past writings on the 
subject of grace. If not, then we invite him to instruct us on the 
meaning of imputed righteousness in Romans 4. Let him write on 
God's Righteousness without writing on imputed righteousness, and 
let him write on imputed righteousness without writing on grace. 
And let him write on grace without declaring the sovereignty of God! 
It can't be done. When he declares that God is sovereign, then he 
gives up his position that God can only show grace to those who 
follow a set biblical formula. God's sovereignty is His freedom to 
show mercy to whomsoever he wills, like the thief on the cross, 
like the man who died of a heart attack before he could reach the 
baptistry, and like the poor wretch crawling through the desert 
and dies before he can be baptized. To say that God cannot extend 
mercy to these individuals is a denial of His sovereignty and grace. 
On this we will have much to say in the next reply, for this is the 
heart of the July editorial, 'Weightier Matters." 


In the short space remaining, I'd like to ask bro. Holt to clarify 

a few of his statements which appears to have no basis infact. He 
fears that I "shall wax worse and worse; that is, go further and 
further in his denial of basic Bible teachings..." What, pray tell, 
are those basic teachings that I deny? For sure we haven't denied 
that God is a God of grace and this is the most basic of all. And 
what is this "unrelenting pressure of opposition" which is supposed 
to be driving me "to the ultimate extreme of openly repudiating any 
‘outward obedience’ on the part of a sinner as essential to the 
acceptance of, or receiving the salvation procurred by and provided 
by Jesus"? Can anyone really read that editorial and conclude that 
it repudiates "outward obedience'' as-essential to salvation? No way! 
(back cover) 
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Bro. Holt should have noted this statement in the editorial which 
places the whole matter in perspective: 


No, I am not arguing that people can get by without obed- 
ience to commandments....What the scriptures reveal 
about how to become a Christian is the ‘norm’, i.e., how 
one is saved under normal circumstances. But let’s not 
make the mistake of saying that God never departs from 
the normal in any circumstance. This is legalism." 


We used the thief on the cross as an example of how God often 
makes exceptions. The thief continues to be the fly in legalistic 
Ointment and he cannot be dismissed by shoving him back under the 
law of Moses, as if one is saved by the laws of his dispensation. 
The thief wasn't obedient to the law of Moses, but God made an 
exception in his case and saved him by "grace through faith.'' Bro. 
Holt is saying that God cannot now make such exceptions under any 
any circumstance. We agree that God will not make exceptions when 
the sinner knows to obey outward acts and refuses to do so when he 
has opportunity, but this is not the question at all. The question is 
God's sovereignty and his freedom to make exceptions whenever he 
chooses. Isn't it a little strange how that God could show mercy to 
the thief living under a legalistic system (the law of Moses) but that 
he cannot now make such an exception under a system of Grace?!!! 
Brother that is pure unadulterated legalism! This is definitely the 
direction that bro. Holt is heading, and his next review will point 
this out more clearly. i 
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EDITORIAL REBUTTAL, part 2 


A REVIEW OF “WEIGHTIER MATTERS” 
Charles A. Holt 


The reader is urged to review the editorial in the July, 1978 issue of 
Ensign, 'Weightier Matters," and re-read Part I of this response to assure 
a clear understanding of all that is said here. 





In Part I, I dealt with the editor's reference to someone's survey which 
the editor charges PROVES that ''65 out of the 72 preachers surveyed have 
no understanding of the very essence of the scheme of redemption, how 
sinners are justified.’ Apparently accepting this as absolute proof, he then 
raises the question: "How did we ever get so sidetracked?" 


Brother Kilpatrick attempts to explain how we got "sidetracked" on this 
matter. First, he charges that "we have in times past majored in minors 
and left the "'weightier matters‘ of the gospel unattended." This isa serious 
charge. At one time or the other, perhaps all of us have warned about the 
possibility of majoring in minors, whatever we may have meant by it. 
Surely we need to keep our perspective and warnings to this end, if they 
have valid application and are truthfully illustrated, can be helpful. Ob- 
viously we should not major in minors, but some teachers have desperately 
tried to make "minors" out of what seemed to me to be "majors" and vice- 
versa. Generally the implication of such reasoning was to show that the 
"minor" was not essential, but only a trivial thing. Even "minors", Jesus 
said, are not to be left undone. 


Actually, it seems to me, in the context of his editorial, that the editor 
implies that baptism is a "minor" item; certainly not one of the 'weightier 
matters.'' Hence, one may conclude from this, along with the rest of what 
he offers, that baptism is NOT an essential with which the alien sinner 
must comply in order to receive the salvation that is in Jesus. 


And itis at this point, as I shall develop more fully, that we reach the 
critical or focal point of all this discussion. The question of the place 
(essentially) of baptism is where it all comes together; where the entire 
matter stands or falls. This (baptism) is the "stone of stumbling and the 
rock of offense" for every position or doctrine on the salvation of the 
Sinner! It is at this point that my brother is now having his greatest 
difficulty; and he now joins the thousands of others, throughout history and 
today, of every shade and grade of religion, who have come up against this 
crux for testing (proving) the doctrine and THE FAITH of all. Many relig- 
ious positions can sound so good and seemingly "fly" pretty well until they 
reach this test. Baptism stands squarely in the way of any and all errors 
relative to reaching the salvatéon that is provided by grace fco~ those who 
believe/obey Jesus. Sooner or later nearly ALL error on the question of 
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salvation must get to the place of denying that baptism is an _ essential 
expression of the sinner's faith in Jesus so as to claim the promise of "he 
that believeth and is baptized shall be saved."' Even though my brother 
reluctantly moves to an outright denial of the essentiallty of baptism, it 
appears that he is there already. Further efforts to promote and defend 
his newly-acquired positions will, in time, make this all the clearer. 1! 
pray that he may turn back while there is still hope. 


Even though it does not prove that the position and arguments advanced 
by the editor charges that ''we have placed undue emphasis on the funda— 
mentals, namely, our obsession with baptism, unfil we have lost our 
"spiritual perspective.’ People who have lost their “spiritual perspective" 
must be lost or in a sinful state. Here the editor identifies his real prob- 
lem—baptism! He labors at length to belittle and put itaway. He recently 
developed (evolved) position on grace runs into an “ungetoverable" road- 
block here. Hence, one or the other must go and his now crystallized view 
on grace forces him to tackle baptism in an attempt to remove it as essen~ 
tial to the sinner's faith thus expressing itself in this “outward" or 
"external" act in receiving salvation. What he calis “our obsession with 
baptism" is far better described as our defense on what the Scriptures 
teach about this command; and it is due in a large measure to efforts like 
his which contradict what the Lord and His apostles taught. We have been 
forced through all these years to put the defense where the attack is made. 


The editor further charges that "We have fondled our security -blanket of 
baptism so long that we have confused the gospel's symbol with the real 
thing, the death, burial and resurrection of Christ." Here is another 
unfounded charge coming from one who should know better; and in times 
past he has probably met and answered this same kind of prejudicial folly. 
According to him NOW, baptism is merely "the gospel's symbol, " that's 
all, folks! Hence, there is nothing essential about a mere "symbol" 
("minor"). The editor must know that none of us believe or teach that 
baptism is our "security blanket.'' Furthermore we have not confused any 
“gospel's symbol with the real thing.'' The editor has met his "waterloo" 
at baptism and thus he resorts to this tirade of reiterating almost every 
argument and quibble ever made by those who have fought against this 
requirement of heaven (cf. Matt. 21:23-27). 


Brother Kilpatrick hastens to add that "Baptism is important..." Sure, 
everyone admits that, but what does this mean? Is it an essential require- 
ment with which the alien must comply BEFORE he enjoys pardon or 
salvation? Every Baptist preacher I have heard freely acknowledges that 
"baptism is important.'’ Even the Methodists, Lutherans, and Presbyter- 
ians go that far. The editor declares that baptism "is not to be worshipped." 
Who says that it is tobe worshipped? Although this and similar accusa- 
tions have been made against us, due to our defense of baptism as an 
essential requirement to receive Divine forgiveness, he has never heard 
any of our people even imply that it is to be worshipped. Why does he so 
flagrantly misrepresent us? 


"When someone said that ‘baptism is an expression of an inward heart' 
he spoke the truth," so says Kilpatrick. As he states it, this could bea 
true statement, depending upon what is meant by it. But he hedges some- 
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what on this common expression—"baptism is an outward sign of an inward 
obedience or salvation,'’ which is the way it is usually expressed. He then 
attempts to explain: ''True odedience"'is solely an inside job—in the heart~ 
and has nothing to do with any external obedience to any command of Jesus. 
If "true obedience takes place in the heart,"’ then any other kind is not 
"true obedience."" What is he really trying to say ? 


Moreover he claims that AFTER the "true obedience,"’ as a "means of 
visibly expressing it, we symbolize OUR OWN (emph. mine, Holt) death, 
burial, and resurrection by baptism in imitation of Christ.’ There is so 
much error stated and implied in this and the rest of what he has written 
that it is difficult to know what to deal with and what to skip for sakeof 
space and time. Where did he learn that "true obedience" takes place IN 
the heart? That sounds like "true obedience" is EXCLUSIVELY "in the 
heart"’ and never to be found in any outside or external act of man. True 
enough we must obey FROM (with or prompted by) the heart (Rom. 6:17), 
but "true obedience” is also outside the heart (mind) in compliance with 
God's commands—-EXTERNAL acts. Denominational preachers have long 
set forth such a confusing line of sophistry as does Kilpatrick, but he can 
no more prove it than they can. If I did not know who had written this 
editorial, I would declare that it was some Baptist preacher, for I have 
read such from them many, many times. Is he claiming that this "true 
obedience" which takes place "in the heart" is the ONLY obedience essen- 
tial to the salvation of the sinner? If so, this means that any and all 
obedience other that this so-called "true obedience. ..in the heart" is non- 
essential, is but a mere symbol at best, and has absolutely nothing to do 
with the salvation of the sinner. 


Then my brother offers this: "As to whether or not God forgives sins at 
the point of heart obedience or at the point of the literal act is, asfaraslI 
can see, completely immaterial. That is God's business. Keep in mind 
that God looks on the heart and either forgives or condemns, depending 
upon what he sees, rather than to look at the outward act.” (Did you get 
that?) He has been arguing that God forgives at the point of "true obed- 
ience which takes place in the heart.'' Now he wants to back up to say he 
isn't sure and it doesn't matter anyway. Why all the discussion if it is 
immaterial? IT ISN'T IMMATERIAL AND THAT IS THE VERY POINT AT 
ISSUE! This is the focal point. He says itis “immaterial, '' that it is 
"God's business,'' yet he asserts that ''God looks on the heart and either 
forgives or condemns, depending upon what he sees (THERE, in the heart, 
Holt), rather that to look on the outward act." If indeed God does NOT 
look at the “outward act," then it can't be essential; and whether "the 
outward act" is ever done is completely immaterial. What sophistry and 
folly! In this the editor gets to the point of arguing for the salvation of the 
alien before and without his being baptized in water. He argues that salva- 
tion is really at "THE POINT" of the “true obedience.. .in the heart,'’ NOT 
at the time of obedience in some outward or external act that God requires. 
Can there be any doubt that he claims that the sinner is saved BEFORE and 
WITHOUT "external" obedience to God? 


It should be noted also that he does admit that there is such a thing as 
"the point” when God forgives. There is then that "decisive hour" (point in 
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time) when one is forgiven and becomes THEN a child of God. Kilpatrick 
has taken the position that it is at the precise time when "God looks on the 
heart," where ‘true obedience" takes place; and it is NOT at the time or 
dependent upon "the literal act" (baptism). If, as he claims, God "sees" 
"true obedience in the heart," then and there, before and without any 
further act of obedience, God forgives, away goes the necessity of any 
"external" or "outward act" (baptism, confession, etc. ). 


The editor offers five examples, in a strained, confusing, unjustified 
effort to prove that "the outward act of obedience is merely the expression 
of what is already present in the heart, whether of sin, obedience, or 
worship. '' He claims that Adam and Eve were already condemned and 
destined to suffer the penalties for their sin BEFORE they ever put forth 
their hand to eat the forbidden fruit.". The “outward act" was not even 
necessary to their disobedience or condemnation; and the same resuits 
would have followed had the "outward act" never been committed. Can you 
believe anyone would attempt to palm off such an argument as this? The 
other four are just as absurd as this one and couched in a bewildering 
mish-mash of sophistry. 


The editor has gathered upin this one article mostof the same arguments 
and employs the same spurious reasoning offered by every false teacher who 
has ever "stumbled at the stone of stumbling''—baptism. He even argues 
for "deathbed repentance."’ He uses the hackneyed, woeful tale of the 
sinner on his way to be baptized, but dies of a heart attack before he is 
baptized. Then he comes dragging up “the thief on the cross" as an ex- 
ample of salvation for us today! He alleges that 'WE are that thief on 
the cross." 


None of the examples deal with the point at issue. They only confuse 
and lose us in the prejudice and sophistry. Wonder why he made no attempt 
to prove his point from any of the cases of conversion in the book of Acts? 
The old, time-tested principle of divine truth, tried in the crucible of hon- 
orable debate hundred of times, is very much in order here: God has never 
in any age of the world blessed or forgiven (or, if you prefer, "imputed 
righteousness" to) anyone on account of his faith (or as a result of HIS 
grace) BEFORE AND WITHOUT that faith expressing itself {or meeting 
God's grace) in "the outward act of obedience: I defy the editor to cite any 
example to the contrary. OUTWARD obedience, doing what God commands, 
is vital. It means the difference between being saved and lost. "Trust and 
obey, for there’s no other way."' Without this outward obedience, faith is 
dead and grace cannot operate for the salvation of the sinner (Rom. 5:1-2). 


More needs to be said but this is adequate for this time. I hope that the 
editor will print this response so that the reader of ENSIGN can consider 
it. May Ged bless him and the readers as we seek to know the truth that is 
able to make—and keep—us free. 


951 Julian Road, Chattanooga, TN 37421 
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EDITORIAL REPLY 


Even though brother Holt assures me he harbors no i]l feelings, his 
anxieties often spill over into his remarks and his tone leaves me some- 
what disturbed. Perhaps it would have been better—on the editor at least- 
had he gone out and kicked the dog instead of venting his frustrations upon 
the editorial. After first reading his review I was tempted to write and 
inform him that someone was palming off a pile of legalistic jargon under 
his title; but I've learned since then that it's really Charles A. Holt. Now, 
if I refer to him in this response as a "legalist,"’ I am yot. engaging in 
name-calling. Iam merely identifying his philosophy, or his theology—how 
he regards the New Covenant scriptures. There's no doubt about his views 
being legalistic. In fact, his review of my editorial can be set forth as a 
model document for the legalistic position held by mainstream Churches 
of Christ. This whole discussion could be titled ''Legalism Vs Grace." 

Being "legal" is not wrong, per se, for even God is legal. (But to be legal 
is not the same as being legalistic.) All of God's decrees rest upon a legal 
base. It is because of his legal nature that he demands obedience from 
every individual, not just in some things, but in ALL things; not just in 
obedience to first principles, but later in the sanctified life. But that's 
what's wrong with legalism. It can't be done. (Incidentally, regarding the 
65 preachers out of 72 who answered the survey question on Romans 4 
incorrectly, Holt suggests that perhaps the 65 were the ones who got it 
right! But he overlooked the fact that 23 of the 65 left the question blank! 
How would you interpret that, bro. Holt?) 


God's demand for a perfect life finds legal satisfaction in the death, 
burial, and resurrection of Christ, paying the debt for sin. It is God's 
grace that allows us to enter into this Satisfaction through faith. Our 
response to the offer of eternal life is manifested in repentance and bap- 
tism. But when it is taught, or even implied, that faith, repentance and 
baptism are the conditions that establish the ‘'cause’’ of salvation, the 
teaching is in gross error. We cannot deny that brethren have left this 
impression, and we detect it in bro. Holt's review. 


"THE CRUCIBLE OF HONORABLE DEBATE" 


Brother Holt offers little by way of biblica) proof to offset the points 
made in the July editorial. His essay consisted mainly of a constant flow 
of disagreements without establishing the cause for such disagreements. 
He seems content to rest his case upon those boiler—plated arguments 
established in the "crucible of honorable debate”’ in times past. It would 
behoove him to rely more on his own reason and understanding of scripture 
rather than depend on those time-wornout arguments used by “honorable” 
debators, whose motives were not always as honorable as Holt seems ‘to 
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THE LORD'S SUPPER (Part 2 of 3 Parts) 


“PROCLAIMING” - 1 Cor. 11:26 
CARL LLOYD 


Last month we looked at the festive atmosphere of the Passover 
event. That motif was carried over into our Lord's final celebration 
of victory with his disciples. 








A second problem for many who treat the Lord's Supper as a 
time of mourning is Paul's statement in 1 Cor. 11:26, ''For as often 
as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord's 
death until he comes."" We too often glance over the word proclaim 
and focus on the term death. In our society death is a very un- 
touchable, remorse - filled subject. Because of this we are prone 
to weep and wail in lament for our Lord's death. We, in America, 
have lost the European tradition of the ''wake"' wherein all celebrat- 
ed the passing from one life to the next. We have cooled the 
celebration which watered the wake motif. 


The term "proclaim" (kataggelete) can be accurately translated 
as "announce", "Laud", celebrate” (Acts 13:38; Rom. 1:8; Col. 1:28} 
This word is a cognate of aggelizw (goodnewsing—evangelist) which 
is the same term used to designate the GoodNews (goszel). 


Once these terms are properly understood it can readily be seen 
that Paul is celebrating Jesus’ death because it was the death 
(thanatos) which saves. Such celebration is akin to the Passover 
deaths of the perfect lambs. While one may cost us our family's 
pet lamb the other cost God his Lamb. Such a death embodies our 
being passed over. For the Christian, however, there is no cele- 
bration in his death unless he was raised. Without the resurrection 
there is no reason to celebrate the death (Rom. 6:5; 1 Cor. 15:31ff; 
1 Pet. 3:21). Therefore, Paul's "proclamation" was not a eulogy 
for the dead but a toast over the cup of blessing in his deliverance 
(Luke 22:19ff). 


Paul's admonition was not a blanket statement. He was address- 
ing a particular problem. The Love Feast had been corrupted by 
people who came to eat... rather than to celebrate (1 Cor. 11:34} 
The Communion Feast had become a time to fleece the poor and 
beguile the rich (1 Cor. 11:21). Unworthy (azios, 1):27) eating left out 
the brethren and their cares. These could not be compared to the 
"worthy'' (Col. 1:10; Rom. 16:2) without being self-condemned! Their 
celebration was a mockery because it was a coveting unto them- 
selves without regard to the bearing of fruit from the Lord. They 
were not abiding in, remaining in, looking to the Lord (Jn. 15:1-6} 
What Paul seems to be saying here is that if you've come to merely 
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eat, to ritualize the elements while acting like pagans, to turn his 
death and new life into a lament by your life's expressions, then 
stay at home! 

Their celebration had left out the remembering of his history. No 
longer were the Corinthians celebrating his Supper with joy. They 
were grumbling (1 Cor. 11:18). No longer was it a time of teaching. 
It had become a time to mourn the dead. And, practically speaking, 
their dead lives reflected that same decaying element. 

I have often wondered what the thought of outsiders would be if 
they were to visit our communion services, Would they be over- 
whelmed with love? Would they see the risen Christ and experience 
his awe-inspiring power through the Lord's Supper? Would they 
taste of the resurrection? Would they leave believing that we wor- 
shipped a living, loving Savior? If the answer is "no" to any of 
these questions, then we need to re-evaluate our traditions, and 
traditions they are. 


When Jesus says, "this do in remembrance of me", he touches 
upon an experiential domain. ''This do" conveys not a religious act 
as much as it does a human service. ''Remember me through this 
Passover", he seems to say, "and lead an active life of laying your 
life down for others as { am about to do." There is no way on Sod's 
green earth that any of us can actively lay down our lives as he did 
unless we have more than the assent to do so. This remembering 
had to incorporate the experience of the Christ-event, that thrill 
of victory ! 

The term "communion" (koinonia), as Paul uses it in 1 Cor. 10:16, 
also conveys the "this do" idea. J. D. Douglas, editor of The New. 
Bible Dictionary (Eerdmans), writes, ''The fundamental conotation 
of the root koin is that of sharing in something (genetive) with 
someone (dative);"' (p. 245). If the only reason the Christian com- 
munity gets together in contemporary society is to facilitate our 
sharing juice and crackers in a mourning atmosphere, then we've 
lost the vibrant key that captured the early disciples. The command 
to "this do" is not a call to enactment as much as it is a call to 
involvement. Koinonia can also be translated as "fellowship". We 
would be blind to think that true fellowship spans only through the 
course of a ten minute ritual. Truly there is much more to be said 
for "doing" and "remembering." 








Again, we can see that Paul reflects his Hebrew heritage when 
he stresses the celebration (proclamation). Truly the agape/love 
feast should mirror the Living Christ! If we aren't conveying his 
life in ours as we share together in the memorial feast, then we 
are surely putting him to death again. As such we are guilty of his 
blood and body (1 Cor. 11:27,29). We are not unified, knit together, 
and united with him. 


56 Burdick Hills Road, Ithaca, New York 14850 
8 (188) 


THEIR OBJECTIVES 











THE NEW RENEWAL CHURCHES 
MICHAEL HALL 


Inherent in the Restoration ideal are some self-renewal! principles 
that ought to keep the Restoration Movement MOVING! What ideas? 
Ideas as the need to constantly re-evaluate all traditions in the 
light of our growing understanding of the Bible and the right of 
EVERY individual! to study and think for himself. That gave our 
movement its original impetus and made it dynamic. 


In the last decade, renewal Churches of Christ began arising all 
over the country. Some were walk-out churches, some were main- 
line churches turned-on to Jesus, others were pioneering endeavors. 
But all of them, men and women, tired of a denominational attitude 
in the midst of a heritage which avowed its undenominationality, 
Yaunched out to CONTINUE the restoration. 


But RENEWAL doesn't happen without conflict. Satan makes sure 
of that. Antagonists lurk behind every corner ready to pop out and 
plead for Status Quo. Bureaucratic leadership sometimes prevent 
the very thought of renewal by: methods of coersion, accusal, and 
heresy -hunting. 


But renewal is happening and will continue. God is the God of 
renewal, individually and collectively. it's his nature to give his 
people new birth, second chance and new wine. Whenever his.Son 
is proclaimed and his spirit received, RENEWAL is always a very 
real possibility . 


My observation has been that among Churches of Christ, the 
renewal of the future will be more a renewal of ATTITUDE than 
anything else. Having already restored TO the community of be- 
levers most of the basic elements of essential Christianity, renew- 
ai must now explore the new territory of love, openness, tolerance 
and community. The old spirit of isolationism, exclusivism, and 
dogmatism must melt away as God's Spirit of love, joyfulness, 
peace, lo_zgsuffering, gentleness warms up our hearts. And that's 
not only healthy, but exciting. 


Less rigidity is perhaps a second area where we need to recover 
a more biblical balance. For instance, among the renewal churches 
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there seems to be less rigidity and more Gpenness about the name 
of the church. Many are using descriptions without denominating 
themselves ("Christian Fellowship Center", "Church", 'New Cov- 
enant Church of Christ"). Others are celebrating the eucharist 
feast more frequently and/or sharing it as a whole body on Sunday 
evenings. Some are appointing women as deaconness' and using 
their females to participate more authentically in their body -life. 
Others are structuring their assemblies to be more relaxed, more 
spontaneous, more like a family and less like a theatre. 


Less rigidity doesn't mean the renewal churches are giving up 
truths discovered in the last generation, but that they're realizing 
that everything is not quite as black-and-white as it had been pre- 
sented. Also, the value of allowing diversity is being seen asa 
positive factor instead of a threatening and divisive one (i.e.1 Cor. 12). 


The renewal churches I'm acquainted with have brought vitality 
to their community life by stressing the good-news of God's grace. 
The new life in Christ is realized as a GIFT that sets life to music 
and dancing. It's something to celebrate for it brings assurance 
and authentic spiritual renewal. An atmosphere of acceptance can 
therefore be cultivated for Christians of all kinds of backgrounds, 
heritages and interpretations. Because our wholeness (salvation) 
in Christ isn't something we earn on merit anyway. Doctrinal 
correctness isn't the essence of the new life, but allegiance to 
Christ. Consequently, the diversity in the body allows for learning, 
creativity and cultivation of many different kinds of talent instead 
of bland conformity. Fellowship comes to be predicated upon faith- 
ful allegiance to Jesus as the Messiah and not a creedal conformity 
to the group. In fact, the group ceases to be the dispensary of 
salvation and condemnation. It allows that prerogative for Jesus 
alone. And by allowing Jesus to handle the judgment, the church 
Can grow to become a caring community that uplifts and ministers, 
instead of God's police control group. 


Where will it all lead? Hopefully to a church in the twenty-first 
century that's ipen to all believers in Christ and allowing for a 
diversity where people can work and love without getting mad 
because of differences. Hopefully to a more effective community 
who can draw people to the Messiah by their practice of the good- 
news as well as their proclamation. Hopefully to a Body which 
exalts Jesus as Head and Lord. 


The church has within its nature the power of self-renewal. To 
experience that renewal power, we need only to open ourselves up 
to the God of Resurrection and allow him to keep rejuvenating us as 
we head into the new century. 


305 S. Skinker, St. Louis, Missouri 51012 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH (Series) No.6 R.L. Kilpatrick 


THE LAW “ADDED” 


To bring the subject of law into better focus, it would help to look 
at it in dispensational perspective. Questions that are important 
concerning law are: What is the purpose of law? Why did God wait 
until Moses to reveal his Divine nature through law? Why not from 
the very beginning? What effect did the law have on the Jew's 
relationship with God? with the world? How did Gentiles stand in 
relation to law and God? 


From Adam to Moses was a period during which God had not 
made known his will through law. It was not that God was "trying . 
man out" during this period to see how he would fare under a no-law 
system; nor did he elect to bring in Jaw when man failed to pass the 
test. Neither did he finally conclude that the law was too strict and 
should be abolished in Christ. God knew exactly what man would 
do in each of the dispensations. But the point is that man didn't 
know himself, i.e. his real nature. He was to learn it through law. 


The lives of those who lived before Moses were for the most part 
displeasing to God, but God had never said just what pleased or 
displeased him; so their 'wrongdoings" could not be justly held 
against them in the absence of law and knowledge. 


The entering in of law didn't have great significance for the world 
in general. Nor did it reveal anything that was new in God's nature 
that wasn't already in his nature from the beginning. The law 
Simply put definition to what was already there. Neither did the 
entrance of law change man's destiny, because death reigned before 
law, and death reigned after law; the world was unrighteous before 
law and unrighteous after law. Why then did Jaw come in? Paul 
said that the "law was added because of transgression" (Gal. 3:19). 
Note that the law was "added", but what was it added to? 


The law was added to the prevailing world conditions. It entered 
in between Adam and Christ as an "extra", with a mission other 
than to alter the-state of mankind. It had no bearing on prevailing 
conditions, but was given the mission to acquaint mankind with 
those conditions. The world was already under the immutible sen- 
tence of death and law could not change it; but it could explain why 
the sentence. So the question really is, why" was it added, rather 
than "'to what" was it added. 


When Paul said that law was added because of transgression, he 
didn't mean that sin was getting out of hand and that God instituted 
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law to control it. Sin was out of contrvl from the first. Note too 
that Paul uses the word "transgression" instead of "sin.'' This 
means that he had reference to the transgression of Adam, since 
Adam was the only one guilty of breaking the only law given. It was 
law's main purpose to acquaint mankind of the sin and death that 
spread from Adam throughout the world. It was essential that man 
learn the terrible effects of sin; and not only to learn the effects, 
but to IDENTIFY what sin is. "If it had not been for the law, I 
should not have known sin" (7:7), says Paul. Sin had to be shown 
for what it really was, and man had to see himself for what HE 


really was. As Paul phrased it, sin had to be shown to be exceed- 
ingly sinful (7:13). 


Only law could show man how far he had "missed the mark." 
There is that something in law that finds a bridgehead in the fleshly 
nature of man which allows sinto fully develop. This may seem 
strange to say, but law has that ability to make sin enticing, for, as 
someone has said, ‘forbidden fruits are the most desirable." 


A law that forbids a certain thing creates afleshly desire for that 
thing. Paul said, ''But sin, finding opportunity in the commandment 
wrought in me all kinds of covetousness..."' (7:8). This same prin- 
ciple is still at work in human nature. Sin still finds opportunity in 
righteous laws. For example, a law banning a controversal book 
seems to create a fleshly desire to read the book. The “banning” 
arouses the lower, fleshly nature in man, and ina short time the 
booksheif is empty! The same holds true for banned movies. 


God, then, knowing the true nature of man, knew how to entice 
him to commit sin by introducing law. This is not blasphemy! It's 
exactly what Paul said. Sin was already there and "Law came in 
to INCREASE the trespass" (5:21). On first reading, it doesn’t 
seem possible that Paul's words can mean what they say, and most 
teachers will look for alternate explanations. He didn't mean that 
when law came in that it had only the "effect" of increasing sin. The 
law was given for the express purpose of MULTIPLYING sin! 


When one understands the purpose of law, he sees immediately 
that Paul meant exactly what he said. Then, was the law bad? Or 
did it just have bad side-effects? Paul asks, "Did that which is 
good, then, bring deathto me? By no means! It was sin, working 
death in me THROUGH what is good, in order that sin might be 
shown to be sin, and through the commandment might become sinful! 
beyond measure” (7:13). The law was holy and just and good, Paiil 
says, and in this a contrast is set up between what is good and wi:et 
man is by nature; and in this way, man is able to see the ugliness 
of sin. Law brought sin out into the open and revealed to man that 
he was capable of bringing to fruition all of his potential for evil. 
This is what man did not understand about himself. "I do not under~ 
stand my 2wn actions. For I do not do what I want, but I do the 
very thing I hate" (7:15). Without knowledge of sin, man has an 
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IS UNITY POSSIBLE? - Editor 


Did Jesus pray for the impossible when he prayed "...that they 
may all be one’’? (John 17). Since it is not likely that He would pray 
for something impossible, then we must believe that “unity among 
all believers in Christ" is something within reach of all Christians. 
What exactly does it mean to be "united’'? Does it mean that all 
Christians must think exactly alike on every minute matter of 
doctrine, work, worship? And, really, does "unity" depend on any 
earthly variable? Is it not appropriate to ask, ''Can the body of 
Christ BE divided?" (Cf. 1 Cor. 1:13; Eph. 4:3-6). In other words, 
doss differences among brethren constitute a division in the BODY 
of Christ? And isn't there a great difference between "dividing" 
the body of Christ and ''keeping the unity of the Spirit in the bondof 
peace'’? These and other similar questions will be discussed by 
Carl Ketcherside in our Unity Forum coming to Huntsville next 
April 15 - 17. 


We are pleased to announce that Joe Black, Birmingham, Alabama, 
and Don Finto, Nashville, Tennessee, will take part in the Unity 
Forum as Master of Ceremonies and Director of Singing, respect- 
ively. Mark your calendars and make plans to attend. What better 
way to start the New Year than to resolve to work for "peace and 
good will" among brethren? 


Perhaps, in order for the Restoration Movement to regain 
some of its lost influence, we should reconsider the traditional 
concept of Christian unity. Have we given it the wrong definition? 
Since the restoration plea doesn't seem to be working we must now 
ask if the plea is still valid, or is it just that human weaknesses 
has made it unworkable? We suspect that the latter comes closer 
to truth. There is a special urgency in these religiously unsettling 
times for the Restoration Movement to re-exert itself. The plea 
for unity can be just as appealing today as it was appealing to sec- 
tarian bodies in the beginning, if only the "oneness" of the church 
can be demonstrated. We have not demonstrated it in our generation. 
We do not preach what the Reformers preached as the ideal for 
unity. The plea to unite upon the authority of the Bible alone has 
become a mockery and even a disgrace before sectarian bodies 
because we have divided ourselves over the most trivial matters 
imaginable. In fact, we can't even agree on the meaning of unity! 


Christian unity is more than just a desirable human ideal. Itis a 
divine commandment! Christians are commanded to be makers of 
p2ace, not "piece" makers! Peacemaking requires determination, 
work, prayer to bring it about. Before unity can become possible, 
our brethren will have to "come and let us reason together" on how 
to achieve it. It won't happen by itself. This is the purpose of the 
unity forum, to open avenues of communication with divided 
brethren, and to search for the principle upon which we can work 
tozether in fulfillment of the Lord's prayer. 
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EDITORIAL REPLY - continued from page 6. 


think. I am convinced that "truth" has suffered more from so-called 
honorabie debates than from any other known source of adversity. 


Doesn't it seem strange how that some brethren can attack the Holy 
Spirit, deny his literal indwelling, imprison him between the covers ofa 
book, or send him back to heaven as a Retired Author, without provoking a 
single word of protest? Yet, these same brethren can read what they 
interpret as an attack on baptism and come out swinging! Holt's essay 
alone gives credibility to the charge that brethren are obsessed with the 
theme of baptism. 


The editorial on Weightier Matters consisted of three main points: 1) our 
obsession with the subject of baptism, 2) the misunderstanding of "grace", 
and 3) the legalism surrounding the subject of salvation. In Part One I 
mentioned that Holt was not really concerned with those things discussed 
in that issue, that the real issue would be brought out in Part Two. As you 
have noticed, and probably guessed, the real issue is "baptism."' He read 
something that fell on the negative side of baptism and now he imagines 
that the editor is afflicted with all sorts of spiritual maladies. 


Faith, repentance and baptism is how the alien sinner responds to the 
gospel under normal conditions. Our editorial dealt with the abnormal, 
like the thief on the cross; the man who answered the invitation, confessed 
his faith, requested baptism and died of a heart attack before reaching the 
baptistry; and the poor soul crawling through the desert looking for water! 
How do you dispose of these cases, and upon what principle? Doesn't it 
seem rather strange how that God could show mercy to the thief who lived 
under a legal system, but cannot now show the same kind of mercy under a 
non-legal system? Why do brethren make the New Covenant more legalist- 
ic than the Old? 


But Holt says those “hackneyed, woeful tales’’ are just denominational 
arguments that have been settled in the "crucible of honorable debate’ 
years ago, and he's right. They settled them just like Holt settled them, 
by sluffing them off as hypothetical and immaterial. Now, it might be said 
that the man crawling through the hot desert is a hypothetical case, but the 
man who died on the way to the baptistry is stark reality! How do you 
dispose of his case, bro. Holt? Since Holt has barged right in on this 





point, we have no choice but to ask him point-blank: 'In your opinion, bro. 


Holt, will this man who died of a heart attack before he could be baptized 
be saved or lost?" A straight-forward, unqualified "saved" or "lost" is 
the only answer we can accept and anything else will be interpreted as 
doubting. If Charles has doubts he gives up his position. It won't do to say 
it's God's business to determine who will be saved or lost, we alreatty 
know that. That's what we're saying. What does Holt say ? 


"Waterloo", Charles? 
THE SOVEREIGNTY OF GOD 


At this juncture we reach the real issue of the whole discussion. The 
question to be resolved which resolves all others is whether God is still 
sovereign, whether he still retains the option of ''showing mercy to whom- 
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ever he will show mercy", whether he has the freedom to set aside 
“conditions” and make exceptions under extraordinary circumstances; or 
whether he has relinquished his sovereignty to choose, if his blessings are 
only released through the biblical formula of repentance and baptism. Bro. 
Holt's review can only be taken to mean that God CANNOT make exceptions 
under ANY circumstance! This we deny. We listed a number of examples 
to show that God HAS in times past made exceptions, the thief on the cross 
being the prime example. Holt would prefer not to "drag up the thief on 
the cross", as he put it, and understandably so, because the example 
destroys the notion that God cannot make exceptions. The thief is the fly 
in legalistic ointment! Choosing to ignore this example, Holt boldly says, 


God has never INANY AGE OF THE WORLD (my caps, rlk) bless- 
ed or forgiven (or, if you prefer, "imputed righteousness to") 
anyone on account of his faith (or as a resultof HIS grace) BEFORE 
AND WITHOUT that faith expressing itself (or meeting God's 
grace) in "the outward act" of obedience. I defy the editor to cite 
one example to the contrary. 


Charles surely had a lapse of memory right about here, for the thieZ on 
the cross surely lived during one of those "any age of the world", therefore 
his is "one example to the contrary.'' How did the thief express his faith 
in an outward act of obedience while hanging on across? It won't help at 
all to shove him back under the law of Moses, because the same divine 
principle that allowed God to make an exception under the Old System wil] 
allow him to make similar exceptions under the New! God's attributes do 
not change. If he had sovereignty then, he has it now. 


WHAT DOES THE BIBLE SAY ABOUT SOVEREIGNTY ? 


The subject of God's sovereignty is taught in the Roman letter, chapter 9. 
Paul’s aim in this division was to prove that God's promise to Israel was 
not contrary to the teaching of justification by faith; and in order to do that 
he found it necessary to refer the Jews to the sovereignty of God, that God 
reserves the right to determine who constitutes the true Israel and under 
what conditions. Since God had already determined, even before the 
promise, that ''children of faith"’ would constitute the true descendants of 
Abraham, this meant that the Jews were the cause of their own rejection 
because of unbelief. But this introduces a problem. God had not specified 
to the Jews at the time of the promise that true Israel would be children of 
faith, and that "faith'' would be the condition of acceptance. To the Jew, it 
appeared that the word of God had failed. The problem grows more com- 
plex when we take note of Romans 3:1-3. How can Israel's rejection, be- 
cause of unbelief, be made to harmonize with Paul's declaration here that 
Israel's "unfaithfulness does not nullify the faithfulness of God," that in 
spite of Israel's unbelief, God would still honor his promise to Abraham ? 
But how could God "bless" and "reject" Israel at the same time? How can 
such an apparent contradiction be reconciled? 


The whole difficulty lay in the misunderstanding of ‘twho" constituted 
true Israel. The problem is reconciled by Paul’s pointing out that God is 
sovereign and has the right to choose who constitutes true Israel and the 
recipient of his promised blessing. The promise to Abraham was a general 


(495) 15 


promise to “bless", but God had intended all along that the real Israel 
would be those who believe. Therefore, God jn his sovereign righteousness 
"chose" the recipient of his blessing contrary to man's way of reasoning. 


However, this explanation wasn't satisfactory for fleshly Israel. They 
reasoned in effect: Since God had predestined that "children of faith'' be 
the true Israel, how can he now blame us for unbelief, since he arranged 
it that way. Here we might expect Paul to launch into a lengthy theological 
explanation, called a "'theodicy” in theological language, in defense of God's 
actions. Instead, Paul dismisses the whole question as being unworthy of 
consideration, and, instead, turns on the questioner, ''Who are you to talk 
back to God?" In other words, God is God and needs no one to defend him, 
and what he does cannot be brought before the bar of human judgment. He 
is free to do whatever pleases him and no human has the right to question 
him. This is what is meant by “the sovereignty of God."’ We understand 
of course that God is a God of Holiness and can never act in a way that is 
unjust. 

In pointing out that God has freedom to choose, even though contrary to 
what may seem natural, Paul uses several Old Testament examples. He 
points to God's choice of Isaac, born of the "free-woman, " over Ishmael, 
who was born of the '’slave-woman." Now it might seem natural to assume 
that since the promise was to Abraham's descendants Ishmael should also 
be counted among the heirs. But God chose Isaac, and to point out that 
Isaac wasn't chosen because of his "'virtue'' of being born of the free-wom- 
an, Paul points to God's choice of Jacob over Esau. God chose Jacob over 
Esau before either of them had done anything "good or bad, '' and even 
before they were born. (God didn't "hate" Esau as we understand the word, 
but only that he made choice and "preferred’’ Jacob. God doesn't hate any 
person, and certainly not betore he is born. God hates sin, not people.) 
All this simply shows that God reserves the right to choose the recipient 
of his promises, and points up the powerful truth that "selection''is not 
based on human virtue. 

This, to man, seems unnatural. Within this "unnaturalness"™ lies the 
deep-rooted motive for objecting to the thought that God might save those 
who have not obeyed all of his commandments. The underlying thought, 
even though it may be unspoken, is that he who has not completed his 
obedience to commandments has not EARNED his blessing. It Is contrary 
to human nature (and we're all legalists by nature) to imagine that an un- 
worthy person should receive anything! These natural tendencies can only 
be done away by realizing that NO ONE is worthy, including even the best 
who ever lived (except Christ), and he who comes to this realization has 
no problem understanding the salvation of the unworthy thief. Yes, bro. 
Holt, we ARE that thief on the cross, in that we too have sinned and stand 
in need of the same grace. And we too are hanging just as helpless as the 
thief in so far as our being able to "do" for ourselves. Holt's thinking here 
parallels the thinking of the Jews in Paul's time who thought that God can 
only act in a way they have figured out. 


Certainly the salvation of the thief on the cross is not an example of how 
sinners are normally saved today, except that, just as the thief we are all 
saved by grace. When the question of salvation is asked, we answer just 
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like Peter on Pentecost, "repent and be baptized."’ But this is not where 
our differences lie. Holt's legalistic position says that when the New 
Testament was written, God's grace became cemented within a formula of 
faith, repentance and baptism, and that God does not now have the freedom 
to make an exception to ''show mercy on whomever he will show mercy." 
We have given several examples that prove otherwise. Unless God be free 
to bestow grace, then grace is no longer grace. Grace is grace only so 
long as the giver is free to give it, otherwise it becomes a ‘must." It 
would then become automatic upon the "meeting of conditions," and this is 
nothing more than "'salvation by works" slipped in through the side door. 


But let us understand also that if we were to say POSITIVELY that God 
WILL save the sinner who has not obeyed all the commandments, we 
become just as guilty as bro. Holt who says that he WILL NOT! In either 
case it robs God of his freedom to choose. Grace is never automatic. For 
this reason it would be foolish for the sinner to rely solely upon the mercy 
of God if the choice and opportunity is before him and he rebels against it. 
We do not argue for the safety of one who rebels against obedience. 


In his commentary on Romans 9, Anders Nygren makes the point that 
God has never made a promise to bless anyone without reserving the right 
to choose who shall be the recipient of the blessing. God chose Israel but 
he retained the right to choose "who" constituted Israel. The promise to 
Abraham is continuous. Today, ''children of faith'' are those who believe 
in Christ. Wherein does God have sovereignty? Surely it is in determin- 
ing who has saving faith and its consistency with opportunity. The thief 
had faith but no opportunity. Yet by faith he was a child of Abraham and 
he received the promised blessing of salvation. This can only mean that 
God still has the option to state conditions or to save with no conditions at 
all, if he so chooses. And who would "'talk back to God" and say that he 
cannot do it! ? What divine attribute or scripture has been violated if God 
decides to save the man who died of a heart attack before he could be 
baptized? None whatever! It would only magnify the grace of God. 


INNER CONDITION vs. OUTER FORM 


Holt thinks our discussion on "heart obedience” is a ‘bewildering mish- 
mash of sophistry''—whatever that is. It is bewildering only for those who 
regard the New Covenant scriptures as a legal document. I stressed that 
the thing of importance in the conversion process is the condition of the 
heart, that ''true obedience" must first take place internally, and that the 
outward act of obedience is merely an expressim of the heart's condition. 
This will apply not only to baptism but to any act of obedience. What is 
"singing" except an expression of the heart? Where lieth the efficacy of 
taking the Lord's Supper, in act or meditation? The point being made in 
the editorial was to point out the principle that will allow God to justify the 
sinner who has faith but no opportunity to obey the act of baptism, such as 
the thief. We're not talking about the sinner who has knowledge and 
opportunity to obey, but fails to do it, for 'he who knows to do good but 
does it not, for him it is sin."" We used Abraham and God's commandment 
to him to slay his son asa prime example. He never carried out the act 
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but God accepted the obedient intent of his heart. At other times God 
overlooked acts of disobedience, giving consideration to the good intent and 
innocence of the heart, such as when David and his men unlawfully ate the 
shewbread, such as taléng into accoumt Aaron's bereavement after he had 
violated an item of tabernacle worship (Lev. 10:18, 19). Adam Clarke said 
of this incident, "... God who knew his situation, took no notice of the 
irregularity which had taken place in the solemn service." Here is positive 
proof that God does indeed look on the heart and considers man's circum- 
stance. There's other such examples. 


Since Holt has difficulty understanding what an "obedient heart” is, let's 
define it as a heart that is attuned to God's will, receptive to the message 
it hears, and conditioned by the gospel of regeneration; a heart of faith and 
understanding, of submission and willingness, and of resolution and de- 
termination to do all that God requires. Outward acts of obedience is 
nothing more than an expression of this heart condition, and a thousand 
acts will not improve it. One of the most ridiculous arguments ever to 
come out of our debating society is that the faith of the sinner is ''dead" 
before baptism. The kind of heart described above is said to possess the 
same "dead faith" of James 2. This is one of those "truths" that has suf- 
fered at the hands of debaters, and Holt makes the same mistake. If the 
faith of the sinner is dead before baptism, then pray tell how is he ever 
moved to do it!? A dead faith doesn't move anyone to do anything. Only a 
faith that is alive can ever answer in response to the call to salvation. 


When the sinner's response is looked at as a whole and the funda- 
mental nature of that response is sought, it is seen that faith is 
the governing principle, however much that response may be 
analyzed and broken up into component parts... It is by (the 
principle of) faith alone" (Firm Foundation, Brown Kinnard, Jr., 
Nov. 27, 1962). 


Bro. Holt focuses the importance on external acts rather than on the inner 
condition of the heart that motivated the act. But according to Holt's theory 
there can be no internal motivation, since faith is ''dead."" He opts that 
God cannot remove the sin under any circumstance and "in any age" until 
the sinner has performed the external act—and all the while we thought the 
thief was in Paradise with Christ. What does the external act prove to 
God that He has not already learned through observing the heart? Or does 
he just wait around first to see what the sinner will do? Referring to 
heart obedience as an "inside job,"" bro. Holt is coming close to blasphemy. 


His remarks concerning Adam and Eve leaves no other conclusion than 
that "sin jn the heart'’ does not condemn and is unaccountable. He is 
amazed that I would suggest that sin existed in the hearts of Adam and Eve 
before they plucked the forbidden fruit. Yet, it's understandable why he 
must take this position. You see, if "accountable"’ sin may exist in the 
heart through EVIL desire or intent before the outward act, then justifica- 
tion may also be imputed on the same principle of GOOD desire and intent 
before the outward act. The possibility of one suggests the possibility of 
the other. Therefore, to offset the obvious Holt must deny that sin can 
exist in the heart before and without the external act of disobedience. This 


18 (198) 


would force him to admit that God could save one like the man who died of 
a heart attack before baptism. If that's the route he chooses, then he has 
the obligation to explain how a man can commit "adultery" and murder” 
in his heart before and without committing the literal act. Are these 
"accountable" sins, bro. Holt? 


WE ONLY "DEFEND" BAPTSRM - Holt 


Brother Holt mistakenly interprets the editorial as an attack on the 
"essentiality" of baptism, when the real objection was to the perpetual 
indoctrination of our own members with the subject. The result has been 
a diverting of interest from the ''Man of salvation''to the "plan of salvation." 
Holts says we're only ''defending"'the subject. ''We have been forced through 
all these years to put the defense where the attack is made."’ No one would 
object to a defense of baptism provided the defense was made before those 
who do the attacking! But who's attacking baptism in our own assemblies, 
from our own pulpits, and during the Sunday worship service? That old 
argument never did hold water and Holt knows it. Incidentally, since we 
“do Bible things in Bible ways,'' where in all scripture can we find an 
example where anyone ever preached a sermon on baptism? Yes, surely 
baptism is mentioned in connection with the preaching, but always in 
response to “what must I do to be saved?" Notice that on Pentecost Peter 
had already "preached the gospel" before the subject of baptism came up. 
Baptism is in response to, not part of, the gospel—the gospel being the 
death, burial and resurrection (I Cor. 15:1-4). Baptism tells the sinner 
how to take advantage of the gospel. More importantly, there is no biblical 
precedent for preaching baptism to a gathering of Christians, nor perform - 
ing the ritual during a worship service,as if it were the sixth "item" of 
worship (Isn't it amazing how brethren can be such sticklers for minor 
details and completely ignore the major ones?) The "preaching hour''on 


Sunday morning could be put to better use, like instructing the members 
how to live as Christians. 


The question might be raised as to what good does it serve to understand 
that God is free to show mercy in extraordinary cases, such as death-bed 
repentance? Can it be classroom-taught? Wherein lies the efficacy of 
such an understanding? Actually, since the grace we've discussed in this 
response is bestowed upon those terminal cases, their good fortune holds 
no benefit at all for the living, except for the value of knowledge itself. 
Knowing that God possesses this graciovs attribute relieves us of many 
legalistic hangups and gives us a better appreciation of his goodness and 
the sacrifice of Christ. 1 doubt that bro. Holt will accept this statement, 
along with many others, but I am convinced that the key that opens the door 
to a proper understanding of the whole Christian system is resident only 
in the understanding of God's grace as we have pursued it in this issue, 
and that this key will remain forever lost for those who fail to grasp this 
merciful attribute in Divine Nature. We don't claim to have a complete 
understanding of the subject, and for that reason we continue to study. 


In fairness to brother Holt, we will give him opportunity to respond in 
the next issue. 
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exaggerated esteem of himself, and he needs the humbling effect of 
law. The identity of sin serves this purpose. ''For I know that 
nothing good dwells in me, that is, in my flesh. I can will what is 
right, but I cannot do it” (7:18). Through law man saw his own 
righteousness as "filthy rags", that he was "carnal, sold under sin" 
(7:14). The intent of law was to lay such a heavy burden of guilt 
upon the Jews that they would seek relief. Under Moses they found 
temporary relief through animal sacrifices, but it was only tem- 
porary; and in the course of time, they, like Paul, should have 
cried out, ‘Wretched man that Iam! Who will deliver me from this 
body of death" (7:24). 


It is precisely at this point that the law turns the sinner over to 
Christ for that "season of refreshing in the Lord." This was the 
law's aim from the beginning. Paul said it this way: ''The law was 
our schooimaster to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified 
by faith” (Gal. 3:24, KJV). Or, to paraphrase, "The law taught us 
that we were terrible sinners in need of the grace that is found only 
in Christ through faith."" Here we have opportunity to see the proper 
relationship between law and gospel. The law assists the gospel to 
triumph in that it shears man of all human righteousness and pro- 
pells him in the directionof gospel where he receives the righteous- 
ness of God through faith in Christ. The law, then, has served its 
purpose and it releases its hold on those who "seek first the King- 
dom of God and his righteousness." ''For freedom Christ has set 
us free; stand fast therefore, and do not submit again to a yoke of 


bondage" (Gal. 5:1). (to be continued) 
CORRECTION: Page numbers for Vol. Vl, No. 7, should 
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Editorial: “DEBATING” = | 


In this issue we conclude our discussion with Charles A. Holt 
in reference his review of the July 1979 Ensign editorial on the 
subject of ''Weightier Matters."" It is regrettable that bro. Holt has 
turned the discussion into a ‘'debate.'' What started out to be a 
promising discussion on a vital topic has now been buried under 
such an avalanche of ridicule that it is doubtful that anyone could 
tell what the discussion is all about. Holt has become so disagree- 
able, that, I'm afraid if I said something favorable about Jesus he 
would be tempted to put in a good word for the Devil. 


But this is the practice of those whose prime object is to "win" 
an argument rather than discover or shed light on "truth. "' Had we 
known in the beginning that the discussion would take this turn we 
wouldn't have bothered with it. It is my opinion that the debating 
techniques used by bro. Holt is the very kind that has killed debat- 
ing as a useful method of discovering truth. Because the tactics 
employed are not designed for this purpose. The design is to WIN 
the argument! To do that, and especially when the argument is 
weak, one must castigate, ridicule, and arouse the emotions of his 
audience test they discover he has no argument to make. Yet, 
when one side assumes that the proposition is already proven before 
the debate begins, what else can he do except attack his opponent? 
When one assumes that the premise is already established, he feels 
that to offer a point to sustain it would be an admission that the 
issue may yet remain in doubt, and to even risk the suggestion 
would be a sign of weakness. And, too, when one side considers 
the conclusion foregone, then nothing the opponent has to say can 
have any bearing on the real issue and is to be dismissed as 
"hedging", 'quibbling", or ‘he-hasn't-touched-the-issue-top-side- 
or-bottom". Yet, according to Hedges rules of logic, the issue IS 
to remain in doubt until sustained by one side or the other on the 
basis of the evidence presented—which is the whole purpose of the 
debate. 


I am disappointed that bro. Holt has elected to go this route, but 
I have no desire to follow him. The method is useless. It is also 
harmful. The reader comes no closer to truth than before, and if 
anything, he has only chosen sides when it is finished. There has 
been enough ‘'side-choosing" in the church. In fact, we have chosen 
ourselves up into about 24 different sides, and a great deal of the 
choosing has been done in public debates where the debators debated 
one another instead of the proposition. Today when one of our 
brotherhood goliaths stands up and hurls his challenge far and wide, 
you can rest assured that when he proceeds in this manner he has 
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not the slightest interest in clarifying truth, even though he may 
genuinely think otherwise. His interest is in his ego and in the 
promotion of his brotherhood image. When truth becomes the prime 
interest in a religious discussion, the "contestants" (for lack of a 
better word) won't find it necessary to riducule or to prove that the 
other party is short on brain power. He won't squander his time in 
this pursuit. 


I am confident that there are some debates conducted in the right 
manner and for the right purpose and that truth is advanced. When 
a discussion is conducted in the proper spirit and is kept on a 
scholarly level, not only is the audience spiritually enlightened, 
they also learn a lesson in Christian conduct. This does not mean 
that those engaged in discussion should not be forceful, or that they 
should be apologetic in their presentations. What it means is 
simply giving the other party the Christian respect that is due, that 
neither should "think of himself more highly than he ought" (Rom. 
12:3), and that each should "esteem the other more highly than 
himself" (Phil. 2:3). Not many debators follow this scriptura? 
admonition, nor do [I claim perfection in this respect. I have al= 
lowed the other brother to set the level of discussion and I have 
followed, even though I believe I have dealt fairly in all respects. 


In the future we will continue to present both sidesof important 
issues but we must insist that the dissenter keep the discussion 
free of bitterness and uncomplimentary personal remarks; and also 
that his motive for dissenting must be genuine (as opposed to 
"debating" for the purpose of besting his opponent in an argument. 
The difference between debating and "debating" is the difference 
between arguing and “arg'in'.), and that he follow the rules of 
fairness. Strange, is it not, how that Hedge's Rules of Logic, a 
secular rule book, must demand that Christians conduct themselves 
like Christians ? 


I did not feel that bro. Holt's third response met this minimum 
criteria that we have established for the Ensign and in private 
correspondence I appealed to him to elevate the discussion to a 
more scholarly level. He refused to make ang significant changes 
and took my request as a sign of weakness. He insisted that I print 
it exactly as submitted. I had serious reservations about his mo- 
tives when he chose to ignore all questions asked in my first two 
replies and by his refusal to deal with the realissue. I questioned 
his attitude in view of his myriads of accusations about what I 
believe and don't believe. In this third response, Holt deliberately 
resorted to the unethical practice of attempting to place me at odds 
with other brethren, such as Arnold Hardin. As far asI can tell, 
what I teach and what bro. Hardin teaches concerning redemption 
is exactly the same. If Holt sees a difference, then he either does 
not understand the issue or he is resorting to questionable methods. 
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From the beginning the discussion involved one point alone to be 
resolved. Does God still have the freedom to show mercy on who- 
ever he chooses (Rom. 9:15-18). Or, Can God show mercy today 
to one like the thief on the cross without the act of mercy being in 
conflict with God's divine attributes and without being in conflict 
with scripture? The answer to this is so obvious that I'm amazed 
that it would be challenged. Let's conclude this portion with a quote 
from J. W. McGarvey: 


If any of the unbaptized therefore, are pardoned, it is 
because God has granted to them more than he has prom- 
ised. This he may unquestionably do, if the circumstances 
of individuals shall make it right in his eyes to do so, but 
of these circumstances he alone can ae who knows all 
things and whose judgments are guided by infinite wisdom. 
(my emphasis) 


EDITORIAL REBUTTAL, part 3 (final) 


A REVIEW OF “WEIGHTIER MATTERS” 
Charles A. Holt 


This is a response to the editor's replies(?)} to my two-part re- 
view of his July, 1979 editorial, which appeared in the January and 
February issues. 

My remarks in Part I about his use of the survey still stand and 
his "reply" didn't reply to anything of consequence that I presented. 
I exposed as ridiculous his effort to use some survey to try to prop 
up his charge that we are "sidetracked" on the matter of grace; 
that is, all save him and a few others who think that they have found 
the "track" and at last are on it. If we do not agree with him in all 
his assertions and conclusions about grace, imputed righteousness, 
the imputed guilt of Adam's sin, and other related matters, then we 
are "sidetracked." Over the months he has been desperately trying 
to find the "track," with his changing, refining, and developing 
views. Apparently he isn't fully on track yet as almost every issue 
of his paper demonstrates. Readers of Kilpatrick's paper cau sev 
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his shifting and changing, getting further and further from basic truth. His 
tworeplies are evidence of my prediction that he will wax worse and worse. 
They contain so much sophistry, false accusation, speculation, human 
opinion, and contradiction that it is not possible to deal with all of it in one 
reply of limited space. 

The survey and his use of it did not intimidate anyone. Along with his 
confession that until just recently he had "never heard a preacher preach 
a sermon on the subject of ''grace"' as it was taught by Paul in Romans,"he 
uses the results of the survey to prove that we are "sidetracked"; and that 
65 preachers out of 72 HAVE NO UNDERSTANDING OF THE VERY ESSEN- 
CE OF THE SCHEME OF REDEMPTION: HOW SINNERS ARE JUSTIFIED" 
(caps mine, CAH). Surely those who have "no understanding" of this all- 
important subjeci can't be preaching the truth about "how sinners are 
justified." If this is not the conclusion of his indictment then language has 
no meaning whatever. 

In his "reply"'to Part If of my review, Kilpatrick tries to put down my 
review of his editorial by spealang of any ‘anxieties’ and the ‘venting of 
his frustrations," which he says would have been better spent if I had gone 
out and ‘kicked the dog."" He also says that "his tone leaves me somewhat 
disturbed." I don't think that it was my "tone" that "disturDed" him, but 
the exposure of his fallacious reasoning and error thaf gives him the prob- 
lem. That he has a serious problem is evident in his two replies. 

He refers to my review as'a "pile of legalistic jargon." Then he lays 
claim to the '‘right" to refer to me as a “legalist,"’ and in doing so he will 
not be "name-calling.'' With this term he claims that he is "merely identi- 
fying...his theology—how he regards the New Covenant scriptures." He 
would like to scare his readers away from any serious consideration of 
what I offered with this scare-tactic: "There's no doubt about his views 
being legalistic.'' This is the main method (name-calling) that he uses -in 
trying to answer any opposition to his views. Simply branditas "legalism" 
and the Opponents as “legalists'' and that ends the discussion! It is an 
age-old tactic used by almost every one who has opposed the necessity of 
obedience to the gospel as essential to salvation (Mark 16:15-16: 2 Thess. 
1:7-9; Heb. 5:8-9). Sure it is 'name-calling".and he does it for the same 
reasons. 

Kilpatrick does not really reply to the arguments made in my review. 
He spends his efforts in shifting the points at issue and in confusing the 
subject. He treats us to a long discussion of "The Sovereignty of God", 
which has not one thing to do with our differences; yet he now avows that 
this "is the real issue in the whole discussion.'' None of us deny God's 
sovereignty, but we do deny some of the wild speculations that he attempts 
to draw from this. For example, he contends that 'The question is God's 
sovereignty and his freedom to make exceptions whenever he chooses." 
He goes on to assert that to effirm that God cannot NOW make "exceptions" 
is "pure legalism." (This is certainly a new definition of "legalism"!). It 
is not a question of what God CAN or CANNOT do; but a question of what 
he WILL do as revealed in his word—and that is all that anyone can know 
about the matter! It is sheer brazen presumption (Psa. 19:3; Num. 15:30 
to argue (imply or teach) that because God is sovereign and "has the free- 
dom to set aside ‘conditions’ and make exceptions under extraordinary 
circumstances, THAT HE WILL THEREFORE DO SO! Where did he learn 
this? The fact that Jesus had power on earth to forgive sins, and upon 
certain occasions did so, is certainly no justification for teaching that 
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since the New Covenant has been in effect, that there will likewise be 
"exceptions." In fact, like the universalist, Kilpatrick argues that unless 
God makes "exceptions" and saves with and/or WITHOUT conditions, then 
God is not sovereign and grace is not grace. He is actually teaching that 
for God to be sovereign and to save sinners by grace, that God must be 
capricious and whimsica! in extending his power and grace. At least, God 
can't be limited to doing it according to conditions that he lays down, or, 
according to "the biblical formula of repentance and baptism."’ According 
to Kilpatrick, God MUST "make exceptions under abnorma! circumstances." 


Kilpatrick contends that “if his (God) blessings are ONLY released 
through the biblical formula of repentance and baptism," then God isn't 
sovereign and grace isn't grace! Thus he co:tends that there is indeed 
more than one way into the kingdom of God. There is what he calls "the 
biblical formula," but he has God making aJl kinds of "exceptions" to it. 
What are these "exceptions'’? Would it be the heathen who have never 
heard of God or the Christ? What about the thousands who have heard 
Jesus proclaimed, but seek to find Him at an altar as they "pray through 
to salvation''? What about the thousands who come forward at the Billy 
Graham meetings (and those of Oral Roberts, Pat Robertson, etc.) and 
never hear the truth about "the biblical formula" (Mark 16:15-16; Acts 2:38; 
22:16; Rom. 6:3-4)? Are these the “exceptions” or "extraordinary circum- 
stances" he has in mind? He can probably get all of these into the kingdom 
(salvation) with his PRESUMPTION that God looks ONLY at the heart any- 
way and obedience isn't really necessary! He does half-heartedly suggest 
that those who "deliberately reject it” ("the biblical formula") MAY NOT 
be accepted by this sovereign God who at his whim and fancy may set aside 
"conditions" for all others. Only the outright rejectors appear to be in any 
doubt of salvation from his rationale. If his view is true, then we should 
leave people alone in their ignorance and never give them a chance to 
reject the gospel for it might jeopardize their chance of salvation if they 
reject it. Ignorance is indeed bliss. 


None of us question the fact that God is sovereign and "has the right to 
choose who constitutes true Israe! and the recipient of his promised bless- 
ing.'' We should thank God that he has not left us in the dark about this, 
but has plainly set it forth in the New Covenant scriptures. It is a restrict- 
ed number (Heb. 5:8-9). People MUST hear, believe and obey the gospel, 
Go's only power (and method) of salvation, as EVERY example in the 
book of Acts demonstrates. Salvation is limited to only those who comply 
with "'the biblical formula,"" There are no "exceptions" as far as one can 
jearn from divine revelation. Only PRESUMPTIOUS men dare to speak 
otherwise, to speak where the Scriptures DO NOT speak. 


Here I would like to turn Kilpatrick over to Arnold Hardin in the hope 
that Arnold may yet save him from "the error of his way." In his bulletin 
THE PERSUADER, December 9, 1979, Arnold writes under the heading of 
OBEDIENCE OR WORKS. He ought to print it in ENSIGN as a rebuttal of 
his foolish and erroneous views. Arnold won't have any weak-kneed, com- 
promising teaching like that put out by Kilpatrick relative to obedience to 
the gospel. Let me quote from Arnold as he rightfully contends that: 


"Those out of Christ must obey from the heart ‘that form of teaching’ 
that has been delivered to all men (Rom. 6:7)... Now when one has believed 
in Christ, repented of his sins and submits to baptism that one is obeying 
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(Unidentified Quote From Someone In Noah's Ark): 


“BOY, IT SURE STINKS IN HERE!” 


MICHAEL HALL 
St. Louis, Mo | 

I got to thinking this thought-provoking statement the other day: 
"If it had not been for the storm without the ark, the stench within 
would have been ‘out of this world'!"' {Boyce Mouton) 


Then I remembered Bill Cosby's dramatization of the Ark several 
years back when through his comedy he made the Ark experience 
not only come alive, but seem real and human and down-to-earth. 
That's what Mouton's statement does, it brings us down to the 
bottom leve! of the Ark—where the animals were. 


Once there, it doesn't take much experience or imagination to 
envision what it would be like to be cooped up with thousands of 
animals in a three-story barge for several months! Can you 
imagine the smell? Every farm boy with indelible memories of 
shoveling out the barn or the chicken house could eloquently make a 
contribution here. The aroma, ‘no doubt, was quite overwhelming. 


Would you have liked to have taken Mrs. Noah's place? How 
about taking your honeymoon cruise with your new bride with mom 
and dad and a floating oversized barn? 


But there was one thing that made such a stench bearable—the 
STORM OUTSIDE! A torrential downpour never seen before was 
unleashed on the pianet. The earth rocked with volcanic upheavals 
and cataclymic tremors. Tital waves crashed and licked the tops 
of the highest peaks. It must have seemed that all hell had broken 
loose. In one immense storm, the human race was nearly annihi- 
lated. Talk about a holocaust! 


But all the while, there amid the fierce storm outside, Noah and 
his family survived safely within the protection of the Ark. It 
wasn't the most comfortabie c: best smelling place, but it was the 
dryest and safest. 


Is there any parallel between this and the Christian fellowship? 
I don't know about you, but everywhere I go and invite people to 
participate in the good-news of the Christian community, I hear 
peopie gripe about all the hypocrites inthe church. And there are 
play -actors in the church. I'll be the first to admit that. And 
while I'm making admissions, I'll have to also admit that there are 
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people who sometimes get drunk, lie, fornicate and show a nasty 
spirit. 


Are these things Christian? 

Heavens no! 

Do we condone those things and them that do such? 
God help us from doing that. 


But honesty demands that we admit the sinful nature of man as 
well as the imperfections of our local church. Sometimes I can't 
even admit that we're very far along the road of maturity, let alone 
perfection. 


Ah yes, there's an unpleasant aroma in the church at times! But 
then, anything with people in it will be imperfect. The apostles 
founded imperfect churches—Sardis was dead, Laodicea lukewarm, 
Corinth corrupt, Ephesus out-of-love, Galatians had a perverted 
gospel, Philippi had some ladies who couldn't or wouldn't get along. 
Imperfection! How persistent it is. 


What shall we do about it? 


Probably what Noah and his family did in the Ark, shovel! The 
apostles didn't ignore the unpleasant aroma of sin within the early 
churches; they confronted, taught, exhorted, rebuked, and tried to 
deal with the situation as the Spirit of Christ led them. They knew 
grace provided no license for sin, but in fact, demanded greater 
diligence in combating it and eradicating it. 


Yes, the stench is a reality. An unpleasant, stinking reality, but 
a reality nonetheless. It is a reality which we need to own up to and 
then tackle with the God-given spiritual tools which are at our 
disposal through our spiritual union with Christ. 


The solution to the stench isn't to jump overboard! Escapism 
isn't really a viable alternative because there's a storm outside. 
And that storm outside is one factor that makes the stench inside 
bearable. 


The bottom line, I suppose, is this: Since we need the Ark, since 
our family -life within the ark is an essential factor in our survival, 
and since we're afloat in a vessel which has some inherent mess in 
it, who's going to clean up the mess? 


"If a man should do something wrong, my brothers, on a sudden 
impulse, you who are endowed with the Spirit must set him right 
again very gently. Look to yourself, each one of you: you may be 
tempted too. Help one another to carry these heavy loads, and in 
this way you will fulfill the law of Christ" (Gal. 6:1-2, NEB). 


305 S. Skinker Blvd., St. Louis, Missouri 63105 
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HEBREW MYSTICISM & THE EUCHARIST 
The Grace-Gift of Oneness 


CARL LLOYD 
Ithaca, N.Y. 


Last month we ended on the note cf unified oneness with Christ 
as this related tothe Lord's Supper. Mysticism means oneness". 
Tones of such a unique relationship resounds from Paul's pen in 
passages like Eph. 3:17-19. To become "one in Christ" necessitates 
such a mystical unity. Today's Asian mystics have many Christians 
fearful of the term "mysticism", but this fear in no manner dis- 
torts the concept and urgency of such a oneness. 


W. R. Inge (Christian Mysticism, 1899; Lecture I, p. 39) rightly 
says that ''The Jew believed that the world, and the whole course of 
history, existed from all eternity in the mind of God, but as an 
unrealized purpose, which was actualized by degrees as the scroll 
of events was unfurled.'’ With each Festival the Hebrews could 
envision God's fulfillment of His promised aid and forgiveness. 
With the Christ came such an unfuried scroll! 


If we look to the Hebrew prophets we can see this mystical ele- 
ment revealed. The many proclamations, ''Thus says Jehovah God", 
depict such a unity of prophet with God. Such a unity was not 
merely an intellectual consensus. Certainly they agreed with the 
mind-set of God. However, they also held steadfastly to the eno— 
tional fervor of His power (Jer. 15, 18, 32; Isa 6; Ezek. 1, 2). 


John reflects that the Christ was of a mystical unity with the 
Father (John 1:1ff). Paul's words indicating his unity in the Christ- 
event reveal a celebrative tone in uniting with Jesus in sufferings. 
All disciples are encouraged in sucha oneness (II Cor. 1:6-7). For 
Paul, it was the experience of such a oneness that led him to with- 
stand all the sufferings he underwent. He KNEW what the Good 
News meant and strove to live it out in his life! Infact, it led him 
to announce that "it is no longer I that live but Christ that lives in 
me"! Such an indwelling would give cause for any of us to celebrate! 
This same oneness was expressed by Jehovah in Ex. 19:4 when He 
stressed, ‘I brought you to myself". 


In Luke 22:19,20, Jesus reveals the mystical tone in stating that 
"This is my blood...my body". While the Roman Catholic tradition 
surrounding transubstantiation may overstep the intentions of Jesus, 
they at least have maintained the mystical element involved in the 
Eucharist. Such a oneness was not to be mimicked (i.e., "This do 
in remembrance of me" but to be experienced! 


Such an experience was to mirror the OT festivais. Praise 
prayer, meditation, and acts of mercy were to be illustrative of 
the fact that each person was owned, possessed, and living for 
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Jehovah. Such a life would not bespeak "sin that grace might a- 
bound" or union with harlots. Such a life would not reflect a bore- 
dom with His grace or provision. Such a life would not be broken 
by sorrowful mourning. Such a life would be healed with life-giving 
blood. 


Any oneness must be conveyed symbolically. Symbols for all of 
us are alive andimportant. This is because every known language 
tends to be highly symbolic. For instance, when I see the word 
"tree'’, my mind can reflect upon a hundred different varieties of 
trees... pine, spruce, elm, etc. The same is true for any verb. If 
I see the word "run", I can recall times of running that could span 
all the way from running events in sports to fleeing from real/un- 
real experiences of horror. The Bible is highly symbolic. The 
term for "sin" is a symbolic word-picture of an archer who misses 
the mark. The term for "redemption" conveys the marketplace; 
both slave and food markets. 

When the Psalmist writes he conveys the symbols of God. God 
and the Temple were not the same but the experiences in the 
Temple and the Temple's very construction served as symbols of 
God. Every Hebrew festival was geared to reflect upon and be 
symbolic of God and His Holiness. The Sabbath was surely made 
to aid man and not man to aid the Sabbath. God has always hada 
dynamic purpose for each of His symbols! 

The ways in which we think of God do not change or limit God 
BUT they do change and limit our imitation of and living for God. 
Isaiah and other prophets declared that the people did not know 
God. That is, they did not understand and comprehend His symbols. 
Or, they saw nothing but the symbols and failed to look beyond 
them. This is why God declares that He is tired of the burned 
meats that He Himself ordered to be offered. To come with justa 
sacrifice, leaving the changed heart out of the symbol, is meaning- 
less. To preach and not practice the same is hypocritical (Mat. 
23:1ff). 

Conclusively, we have, in the Eucharist, a symbol of a "good 
thanks" or a "good grace."' The Lord claims that the wind and 
bread are His blood and body shed for many. The celebration of 
this good grace, the time of communion in service, and the symbol 
of His being the Passover Lamb all resound with a tone of Good- 
News. God has drawn us to Himself, we draw near to Him (priest: 
kahon = "to draw near"), we are one. What a blessing for mankind! 
Such a blessing needs to be conveyed in our grace-gift supper as a 
time of thanks and celebration. It should be a time to teach others 
of the provisions and grace of God in our lives. It should not re- 
flect a sense of loss but the thrill of victory! Are we burying Christ 
anew each Lord's Day or are we proclaiming His Good News until 
he comes ? 


96 Burdick Hills Road, Ithaca, New York 14850 
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Bill Hooten 


Huntsville, Ark. 


The years have seen our great brotherhood of believers wrecked 
and fragmented by many divisive doctrines (instrumental music, 
missionary soceity, premillennialism, one cup, no Bible classes, 
non-cooperation, Pentecostalism, Open fellowship, etc.). Many of 
the "battles" of these divisions I am not old enough to remember, 
but the fruits of Some of these battles I have witnessed. The one 
thing that I remember as most frightening is some of the attitudes 
that have and are being exhibited by brethren. Oftentimes in argu- 
ing 'doctrine,'' mud -slinging became more common than a real 
discussion of the "issues."' We often wondered if these brethren 
had taken the proverbial scissors and cut Ephesians 4:15 outof their 
Bibles. This verse exhorts, exhorts, and exhorts Christians to 
“speak the truth in love."" F.F. Bruce in his commentary on the 
Ephesian letter noted that the verb translated''speaking" probably 
not only means speaking truth, but living and acting it as well. 
These ideas and attitudes are all but forgotten when brethren "'con- 
front'’ one another, facing each other on the battlefield of what 
constitutes "sound doctrine.” 


There are many preplexing problems, questions, and controver- 
Sies in the restoration movement that need to be worked on and 
solved by basic principles of Biblical Hermeneutics. These attitu- 
des may seem to be idealistic, naive, and unreal; but they are 
workable. How ? —"by speaking the truth in love,"'"love one another; 
as I have loved you,"’ and "in honor preferring one another."’ This 
does not mean that we have to surrender our "'contend earnestly for 
the faith" or "defense of the gospel;"’ but that we may have to learn 
a little more Christlikeness in our attitudes and actions. I Peter 
2:21 says that as Christians we are to "follow his steps" in refer- 
ence to the example of Christ. "Grace and truth came by Jesus 
Christ" (John 1:17), and something of the same balance between 
these qualities should characterize His followers too. The epistle 
which affirms that "God is love" and affirms that ''God is light, and 
in him is no darkness at all" (I John 4:8, 16; 1:5), draws from that 
the corollary that the children of God should “abide in love'' and 
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"walk in light" ( John 4:16; 1:7). We never, NEVER compromise 
the truth; but as Christians our Christ-like spirit causes us as 
brethren to study together. 


Honest discussion of problem studies will allow us to understand 
what each one feels and believes without drawing further lines of 
demarcation and fellowship. It may be that we have been too eager 
to rush into public discussion to defend, spread, or protect what 
we expouse as truth. Debates and debating have done much good in 
the cause of restoring New Testament Christianity; but the reverse 
has also been true of debates held between brethren. Many times 
instead of healing the breeches that have developed between us, 
nothing has been accomplished but the fact that the wedge of divi- 
sion has been driven deeper into the body of Christ. Public dis- 
cussion, because of its very nature, causes the objectivity of truth 
to be cast aside for the subjectivity of pride and reputation in many 
cases. When these actions take place many brethren assume a 
"martyr'’ complex, and moan that there is no love in the camp of 
the opposition. These self-styled martyrs think "all of the truth 
and love” is on their side of the question, and nothing but mud- 
slinging on the other. It may be that our actions have given them 
just cause to feel this way—their pride has been damaged, their 


motives impugned, their ability derided, and their knowledge ridi- 
-culed. 


These attitudes and tendencies are developing in many conflicts 
and/or controversies that are evident in the church today. The 
"martyrs" are already in existence and the ‘mud" is beginning to 
fly. We must iearn that people without love cannot have "'all! truth"! 
any more than people without a concern for truth can be "‘all love"! 
in any serious sense. We cannot afford to allow this lack of 
"brotherly love'' to develop any more division or fragmentation in 
the body of our Lord. When people move away from what has been 
the mainstream of restoration thought, let us not alienate them 
further and further away by loveless actions on our part. 


We can continue to study textual, moral, and practical problems 
without "'rocks being thrown" and ''defense mechanisms installed, "' 
if we learn that as ''The Restoration Movement" we must continue 
to study and learn together. Honest discussion of problem studies 
will allow us to understand what each one feels and believes with- 
out further fragmenting the body of our Lord. Truth, really is a 
pearl of great price, and worthy of our united efforts together. 


Brethren, the Lord's church has been fragmented and divided 
many times because we simply have not learned to "'speak the truth 
in love.’’ Let us be sure that it does not happen again. 


P.O. Box 674, Huntsville, Arkansas 72740 
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"WEIGHTIER MATTERS" - continued from page § 


the gospel... Obveying the gospel is submitting unto Christ as our Savior... 
SINNERS ARE NOT SAVED WITHOUT OBEDIENCE, .. Your faith only con- 
cept is as false as the devil who authored it. ..God has erected the conditi- 
ons as the place where God's grace and man's faith meet. Therefore how 
beautiful the act of baptism to the believer.” 


That is strong and unequivocal language—the kind that Kilpatrick can't 
and won't use. Arnold's teaching is sheer “legatism" as far as Kilpatrick 
is concerned; and Arnold now joins company (again) with all of us terrible 
"legalists.'' Arnold even goes so far as to contend that sinners are to 
"save yourselves" (Acts 2:40), and Peter told them how to do it (Acts 2:38- 
41)! Note carefully as Arnold concludes: "God had the 'right' to offer sal- 
vation stating the conditions! Man had the ‘right’ of refusal or acceptance. 
I couldn't put it better than Arnold did. 


Now was Arnold teaching "that faith, repentance and baptism are con- 
ditions that establish the 'cause' of salvation?" Answer, my brother! Wiil 
you charge that "the teaching of (Hardin) is in gross error’? You must do 
so or renounce your arguments. You and Arnold are diametrically at odds. 
Maybe he can recover you so that you will again teach just as firmly the 
necessity of obedience to "the biblical formula.” Will you say of Hardin, 
as you do of me, that his "legalistic positions says that when the New Test- 
ament was written God's grace became cemented within a formula of faith, 
repentance and baptism... ?" Three thousand were saved on "that day” 
(Acts 2:41). Were there any "exceptions"? Was the saving grace offered 
in obedience to the requirements of Acts 2:38 a "must'’? Was their salva- 
tion "automatic upon meeting the conditions’? Remember that you assert 
that "Grace is never automatic.'’ Was the salvation of the 3000 "nothing 
more than ‘salvation by works’ slipped through the side door”? Such is 
the sophistry and the ridicule of truth by one whois using human opinion 
to argue against the necessity of obeying the gospel. Only sucha man 
would write: "This can only mean that God still has the option to state 
conditions or to save with no conditions at all, if he chooses" (emph. mine, 
CAH). This is the man gone so far as to proclaim that baptism is "not 
part of, the gospel...‘ When one preaches that "Except you believe that I 
am He, yo: shall die in your sins," is he preaching the gospel? Was Peter 
preaching the gospel when he proclaimed what is recorded in Acts 2:38? 
How doas one obey the gospel? 


Kilpatrick says ''the salvation of the thief...is not an example of how 
sinners are normally saved today..." Hence, the thief, in his view, is an 
example of how sinners are ABNORMALLY saved today! If not, there is 
no point to anything he says. This means that God MUST save sinners 
today in ABNORMAL ways or else God is not sovereign, "grace is not 
grace" and ''God's grace'’ may seem to have become "'cemented within the 
formula of faith, repentance, and baptism..." 

Yet in spite of all he has written, he tries to tell us that he has not stated 
"POSITIVELY" that God will save the sinner who has not obeyed all the 
commandments." If he hasn't done so, he has tried mighty hard to do it. 
Indeed he has "POSITIVELY" stated ideas about God's sovereignty and 
grace that add up to this very idea and even that God will "save with no 
conditions at all."’ He argues that God's grace can't be ''cemented within a 
formula.'' He foolishly thinks that he has given "several examples to prove 
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otherwise.'’ He even argues for unconditional salvation. And why not ? 
For after all, according to him, it is merely what is jn the heart that 
counts. ''The external act” does not prove to God anything "he has not 
already learned through observing the heart...and a thousand acts will not 
improve it.’ This error was exposed in my Part I review and he failed 
to deal with it. 

I must close. I have tried to stay within the space limitations imposed 
upon me, but much more needs to be said in exposing these errors. Iam 
amazed beyond belief that he can really believe what he has written and all 
the consequences thereof. if he really does, then there is perhaps no hope 
for his recovery and the end ts not yet as to how far he will go. May God 
have mercy upon the readers of ENSIGN who may be deceived by this error. 
Kilpatrick will have the last word in this exchange and there is no telling 
what he will present. im 

951 Julian Road, Chattanooga, Tennessee 37421 
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EDITORIAL REPLY 


I believe the reader can see that the discussion has now deteriorated to 
a point of no return. It’s hard to believe that Holt can read what we've 
written and still insist that I teach that baptism is not essential to salvation. 
In spite of the stress we have put on obedience to God in baptism for the 
remission of sins, he still insists that I teach otherwise, and I think he 
would be disappointed to learn differently. Yet he will say something like, 
"Yes, I know he SAYS it, but he doesn't really MEAN it." How do you deal 
with something like that? I would even say that I believe in baptism much 
more than does bro. Holt, but what I DON'T believe is his legalistic ap— 
proach to the subject. 


What Holt must understand Is that forgiveness of sins does not take place 
in the ACT of baptism, noreven in the one who is baptized. In baptism, 
forgiveness takes place in heaven in the mind of God when the sinner 
resolves to reform his life and put on his Lord. Forgiveness is based 
upon the "resolve" which is signified by the "act", but not upon the act 
per se. "And God who can read men’s hearts" forgives (Acts 15:8). God 
forgives when he “reads men's hearts" and NOT because the sinner has 
performed an ACT of obedience, but because the sinner has appealed to 
his sin-offering where forgiveness is found, and "God for Christ's sake 
hath forgiven you" (Eph. 4:32}. Since forgiveness takes place in the mind 
of God “who reads men's hearts," then it is not something automatically 
dispensed merely because a physical act has been performed. The pre— 
rogative still belongs to God who CHOOSES to forgive. Carl Ketcherside 
says it this way: 


With many it is almost as if forgiveness was dispensed by a 
divine slot machine and was automatically bestowed when two 
items were dropped jn to trigger it off automatically... And 
some have been betrayed into thinking that acomputerized card 
with two properly synchronized holes will gain the prize of 
forgiveness. In such an arrangement there is little personal 
understanding or compassion, and God may be as detached in 
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attitude as a gir! selling tickets behind a bullet-proof window. 
Baptism is unto forgiveness, not because it purchases, pro- 
cures or produces it, but because it transfers the obedient | 
believer from a state of alienation to one of citizenship where 
amnesty can be freely granted by the King of all who have 
received Jesus (Mission Messenger, Designs of Baptism). 


Bro. Holt has the slot-machine view of forgiveness, that salvation is as 
automatic as pulling the lever, which, of course, makes it unnecessary 
for God to even get involved, Itisas if God has deposited his grace in a 
bank of mercy from which the ‘sinner ‘draws forgiveness by flashing the 
proper ID. 


I requested from bro. Holt that he delete the sarenehce to Arnold Hardin 
because I fully agreed with everything bro. Harden said, but mainly because 
Holt had clearly misrepresented him. But he insisted on embarrassing 
himself by demanding that I print it just as submitted. 


Notice that he used several.*eferences to- sustain the idea that forgive~ 
ness of sins is automatic in baptism, which, incidentally is "man's part" 
in redemption—as if the sinner enters img partnership with God, to assist 
Him in bringing about forgiveness. In an attempt to enlist bro. Harden in 
his contention, Holt says, "Atnold.even:goes so far as to. contend that 
sinners are to 'save themselves' (Acts: 2:40) and Peter told them how to do 
it (Acts 2:38-41)." He concluded with, 'T couldn't have saidit better than 
Arnold did." Not only has Holt sentenced himself to the "hot-seat"', he 
insists on pulling the switch himself.’ He didn't foresee that bro. Harden 
would print an article in the Jan. 20, 1980 issue of The Persuader, titled 
"Save Yourselves,'' in which he deals with this very subject. It is such an 
excellent article that I'm going to reprint it here and let the reader see if 
Arnold Hardin endorses bro. Holt's automated forgiveness. 
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“SAVE YOURSELVES” 


Arnold Hardin 
Editor, Persuader 


It has been suggested that I ought to be invited to speak and explain Acts 
2:40. {I don't expect such an invitation, but the pleasure of responding 
would all mine. 


Such a. suggestion is very suggestive within itself! Now if brethren 
really do not believe that sinners do indeed earn, merit (work) our salvation 
then why on earth would such be suggested? Can anyone honestly read 
what I have written and still maintain I do not believe there are things, 
conditions, that aliens and Christians are to meet? NO WAY! 


"Save yourselves from this crooked generation", said Peter. He said 
what he meant and meant what he said in the usual way of study. But indeed 
what did the apostle mean? Who actually believes that he was saying that 
sinners have the spiritual resources within themselves out of which they 
could ''save themselves''? How would such ever be possible on the part of 
those "dead in trespasses and sins''? Preposterous isn't it?! So if I am 
ever invited to discuss this matter that will be one of the first points to 
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make. Does not Paul say in Romans that all are under the condemnation of 
sin? NONE RIGHTEOUS, NO NOT ONE! Yet sinners must become right= 
eous, justified, forgiven must they not? Is such accomplished through the 
resources found within such pitiful creatures? How can there spring from 
within such ungodly creatures the astoundinz ability to "save themselves"’” 
If invited to speak, such questions will be proposed, and should be, don't 
you think? 


Christ came to seek and save the lost. If sinners, however, can indeed 
"gave themselves"'then please explain that heavenly mission of seeking and 
saving! If Peter meant what is implied in such a suggested invitation, then 
why did not God just command sinners to "save themselves" by observance 
of obeying some commands {a law system) and indeed leave off that horrible 
business of sacrificing His Son? My brethren you are "fooling around” with 
"the foolishness of preaching" and turning that glorious message iniv fool- 
ishness{ Listen to the rumor mills if you must about those suppnsedly 
denying obedience; but please do not "monkey around” with the sacrifice of 
Christ as the ONLY BASS of our redemption, our righteousness before 
God. ‘One of the most difficult truths for man to accept is that he has a 
REAL Savior. He desires that Jesus tell HIM WHAT TO DO TO SAVE 
HIMSELF! It is astonishing how many and who they are who have such 
an idea.” 


Knowing what "save yourselves" does not and cannot mean one should be 
intently interested in what is affirmed, If, in our preaching, the issue of 
gospel preaching be shifted from Christ as sin offering to our obedience to 
commands, then, we make the awful mistake of making the cross a mere 
means to an end. Such shifts the emphasis from Christ to our own efforts, 
and if this practice is justifiable, then the issue of apostolic preaching was 
not Christ, but obedience to certain commands. Such makes Christ no 
more than a law giver; not a Savior! Christianity then is a mere legal 
religion that offers justification upon the same principle demanded by 
the law! 


‘When Peter cried ‘Save yourselves’, he was but exhorting his hearers 
to accept the Saviour whom he had just preached. He was not simply trying 
to induce them to render obedience per se. He was not exhorting sinners 
merely to repent and be baptized as a test of their submission to Christ as 
king, But he was asking them to repent and be baptized ‘in the name of 
Jesus Christ’, thus accepting Jesus as their SIN OFFERING as well as 
their king." (Quotation from Moser's book on Romans.) 


"Save yourselves"’ means absolutely nothing more nor legs than a sinner 
reaching forth his/her hand in humble acceptance of the free gift of salva- 
tion in Christ. What else could those wretched sinners do other than fall 
prostrate at the foot of the cross and beg for mercy? Shame on brethren 
needing help with Acts 2:40! 


I have heard preachers among us say all of my life that salvation is a 
gift. But we were so determined to fight the false concept of ''faith only”, 
«8 used by denominationalist, that we forgot al] about what we were actual- 
sy Baying and contradicted it with this foolish notion that sinners can indeed 
"gave themselves”, 


3 we have said so mary times, SALVATION FROM SIN IS NOT ON THE 
rERCENTAGE BASB. 90% God; 10% man? Paul says it is 100% grace; 
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0% man or works (Rom. 11:6). Works pertain to a law system of perfection! 
“Save yourselves" was said to Jews living under a law system and the 
only remedy for sin—CHRBT OUR SIN OFFERING. Some three thousand 
accepted God's gracious overture of love and through faith were baptized 
into the spiritual body of Christ. Sinners have no earning power! Only 
accepting power as by the revealed LIGHT, the enlightenment that opens 
hearts. a 








Reply continued 
Yes, bro. Holt, ‘I couldn't have said it better than Arnold did."' Holt's 


biggest problem is that he doesn't pay attention to context. He'd rather 
argue than do his homework. 


Probably the discussion would have been kept alive had Holt answered 
some of the questions asked in the last two replies. They bore directly on 
the issue. Being afraid of being tagged a "legalist'’, Holt wisely chose to 
ignore the question concerning the salvation of the man who died of a heart 
attack before he could reach the baptistry. However, he DID answer, even 
though indirectly. His answer is ''no"', as anyone can tell from what he has 
written. In other words, he is saying that God WILL NOT save the penitent 
believer who comes and confesses his faith, requests baptism, and dies 
before the act could be performed—and he has trouble connecting this with 
legalism? In spite of his abhorence of the title, bro. Holt must either 
accept the stigma that goes with the theology or change his view of the 
matter. It is legalistic to the core. 


We would like for bro. Holt to have answered the question concerning the 
"sins of the heart" before the "external act"’ is committed, but since he 
downplays the importance of internal sins or inward obedience before the 
external act, he chose to give us an essay of ridicule instead. He had 
plenty of room to answer, simply by leaving off some of the remarks de- 
signed to prejudice the reader. 


The question that would have resolved the entire matter, had he answered 
correctly, was the one concerning the "principle" in Divine Nature that 
allowed God to save the thief on the cross, who, as far as the record 
shows, never even ATTEMPTED to obey the law! Has God placed himself 
in such an obligatory situation that he cannot now exercise the same 
principle? Of course God will do what he said! That has nothing to do with 
the matter. But has he committed to writing ALL that he WILL do? In 
other words, God has stated specifically that he will save those who by 
faith repent and are baptized, but has he anywhere stated that he WILL 
NOT save a genuine case of death-bed repentance (comparable to the thief 
on the cross)? Nowhere! To do the latter is not a violation of the former. 
God has not placed such a restriction upon his mercy. 


To say that God has not placed himself under such a restriction is not 
the same as Saying that he positively WILL or WILL NOT do this or that 
under given circumstances, for such presumptuousness is an infringment 
upon his sovereignty. But if his past acts of mercy displayed under ab- 
normal! circumstances affords any criteria on future actions, then there is 
comfort inthe belief that he waild do the same again under similar circum- 
stances. But Holt thinks the "sovereignty" of God is not relevant to the 
issue. IT IS THE WHOLE ISSUE! But these are but a few of the myriads 


18 (218) 


of questions we asked that were never answered. Now, to some of his 
questions: 


He asks, 'When one preaches that 'Except you believe that I am he, you 
shall die in your sins‘, is he preaching the gospel?" Is it "good news"' to 
announce that a village of people were totally wiped out because the natives 
ignored the storm warning? Strange gospel! The gospel is contained in 
Jesus’ statement only indirectly. Only when you read the positive declara- 
tion into it are you preaching the gospel. That is, "ff you believe that I 
am the Christ you will not die.” That's the good-news (gospel)! But when 
heard in the negative by the unbelieving Jews, it was anything but gospel. 
The good-news is preached when God's divine saving ‘‘power" is proclaim- 
ed, and you can't proclaim the saving power without proclaiming the death, 
burial and resurrection of Christ which is the gospel. Since the gospel is 
the power that saves (Rom. 1:16), where is the saving power in the above 
statement of Jesus? A negative affirmation is not gospel, 


Then bro. Holt asks, ''How does one obey the gospel?" In other words, 
how does one obey a set of "facts", such as death, burial and resurrection? 
To obey the gospel is to obey what the gospel ''demands."’ When one under- 
stands what the gospel demands then he knows what obedience to the gospel 
means. 

In Romans 1:5 Paul speaks of his commission to preach the gospel to the 
Gentiles so as to bring about obedience of faith'' (as in the original Greek). 
But what does the expression "obedience of faith'' mean? Does Paul mean 
that when he nreached the sosnel he included the suhseauent commandments 
of obedience as part of the gospel? If so, then he should have said obedi- 
ence TO faith. But "obedience OF faith" means that the thing demanded In 
the gospel is FAITH ITSELF. When one hears and BELIEVES, he has 
obeyed what the gospel demands by believing. Moser says, "How, then, is 
it proper to speak of the ‘obedience of faith’? To believe in Christ isa 
command. {Acts 16:31). The proper response to a command is obedience. 
Hence when one believes on Christ he is obeying God. Inthe next place, 
OBEDIENCE IS BOTH INWARD AND OUTWARD (The Gist of Romans, 
Gospel Light Publishing Co., p. 2, 3) (my caps, rlk). Therefore, faith 
itself is obedience of the gospel that leads to obedience TO the gospel. 
Now, the obedience TO faith lies in the thing that faith offers. Note: the 
demand of gospel is faith, and the demand of faith is the ACCEPTANCE of 
what faith offers. The offer of faith is ETERNAL LIFE and when it is 
accepted, the sinner is obedient to faith, How does he accept? Through 
repentance and baptism, which is his "response" to the offer. Only in a 
restricted sense can repentance and baptism be_"'conditions" of salvation. 
Prior to the above quote, Moser said: — 


Te 











It follows, therefore, that, since man can neither earn nor 
achieve his salvation, the source of his salvation, the ground of 
his redemption, is not the conditions of salvation. The power 
to save is in the blood of Christ, not in conditions on man’s part. 
... The conditions of salvation are, therefore, means of turning 
from sin and of accepting the crucified Saviour. They are nota 
"plan" or ''scheme" arbitrarily demanded by one in authority, but 
the natural responses, as to signification, to the blood of Christ. 
(op. cit. pp. viii, ix) 


Moser does not reject the idea that there are "conditions" of salvation, but 
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he rightfully rejects the idea that the conditions establish the "cause" of 
salvation. Certainly repentance and baptism are required in order to be 


forgiven. But these are "acts" of faith. whereas. forgiveness is found in 
faith itgelf. After quoting Acts 10:40 which says that "everyone who be- 
lieveth on him shail receive remission of sins", Moser continues: "If faith 
in Christ is not itself for the remission of sins, then justification is not by 
faith, but by acts of faith. tt is a great struggle to rule out the blood of 
Whrist, but some are able to do so!" {ibid.). Baptism, then, is the sinner‘'s 
submission to his ''sin-offering'' where forgiveness is found. 





At least bro. Holt has admitted that God is sovereign; now, if we could 
persuade him to allow Him to use his freedom we could terminate this 
discussion on a good note. Actually there is little else in his review{?) 
that warrants further discussion, and to continue would run the risk of 
becoming boring and repetitious. I'm still somewhat mystified by the 
whole thing. In spite of his tone, I don’t believe Holt is as bitter as he 
sounds. He just likes to argue. I consider him a brother in the Lord and 
a feliow-worker in His kingdom, and I wish only the best for him in the 
future. Bro. Holt preaches for the church in Rossville, Georgia, and 
from all reports they are active and growing. Our prayer for them is that 
they might continue to '’grow in the grace and knowledge of our Lord Jesus 
Christ." (final) ee 
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EDITOR 


I can’t ever remember reading a "bad" issue of Restoration 
Review, edited by Leroy Garrett. All of them are good, but once 
in a while Leroy comes out with a classic. I consider the November 
1979 issue to be one of those. In an article titled "Priests Instead 
of Prophets ?’’ bro. Garrett reveals some of his observations about 
a whole lot of our brethren which are especially interesting for us 
here in Huntsville, since we're onthe eve of our Unity Forum with 
W. Carl Ketcherside. Many of our readers have already read the 
article, but it deserves to be read by those who have not. There- 
fore we are reprinting it here in full. ~ Editor 





To Church of Christ Leaders... ?-3@ God 


PRIESTS INSTEAD OF PROPHETS? 


J am persuaded by substantial evidence that many, if not most, of our 
leaders among Churches of Christ basically agree with the things this journal 
advocates, but they do not let this be known. When I refer to our leaders I 
mean: 

Editors of our leading journals. 

Administrators and professors in our colleges, and this would include at 
least a few of the teachers in the schools of preaching. 


Elders and deacons in our churches, and Sunday School teachers. 


Ministers in pulpits across the land, including the largest and most 
influencial churches. 


I do not, of course, mean that a// those in these various categories are in 
agreement with what we are pleading for, but that a substantial number are. 
] could easily name scores of such ones, and there are others that I hear from 
that could name even more. It is a case of our leadership being less than 
candid and forthright with our people, withholding what they realiy believe, 
even allowing, if not encouraging, criticism against those of us who are 
standing up for what they themselves would teach if they would reveai their 
true thinking. 


To be more specific about the things I am referring to I would list 
especially: 

1. The notion that what we call ’*The Church of Christ’’ is the one and 
only true church. 

2. The idea that we are the only Christians, and that there are no 
Christians among what we insensitively label as ‘‘the sects.’’ 
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3. The assumption that we and only we have restored the church of the 
New Testament, that we have arrived and have all the truth. 

4. The belief that instrumental music is per Se a sin and that all who use 
it are sinning and going to hell. 

5. The idea that fellowship must be restricted to those who are ‘‘right"’ 
on all the vital issues, that we cannot not only have fellowship with ‘‘brothers 
in error,’’ but with no one in the denominations, not even with our sisters 
and brothers in the Christian Church. 

_ The list could be extended to include our contention that we have been 
legalistic about baptism and remiss regarding the place of grace, that we have 
well nigh ignored the mission of the Holy Spirit in the life of the believer and 
that we have been too legalistic and patternistic in our view of the scriptures 
and the primitive church. 


So, mark well what I am saying. Even though scorn has been heaped 
upon me and others for insisting that neither the scriptures nor our own 
Restoration heritage demand that we think of ourselves as the only Christians 
or that we must make instrumental music a test of fellowship, these men are 
really ‘‘closet’’ advocates of the same ideas. They too believe that we should 
fellowship all those who are in Christ, certainly those among Christian 
Churches, and not just our own folk, but they are slow of heart to state their 
convictions. 

This was brought home to me recently while visiting with an old warrior 
among us who has long since come out of the closet, if ever he was in it. 
Having once been in the administration of one of our colleges, he knows the 
people that I am talking about better than J. When I reveaied to him my 
suspicion that these leaders actually agree with what we are saying, he 
reinforced the idea with an unequivocal / know they do! He proceeded to list 
the men by name, from Tennessee to Texas to California. I knew every one 
he named and had long since decided that they were being less than honest 
with their readers and auditors about what they really believed. The old 
warhorse, who himself has suffered for his transparency, told of instances 
when some of these leaders revealed their true position to him personally, 
explaining that they were not able to say such things publicly lest they 
jeopardize their position in the brotherhood. 


So I could name the men I have in mind, Just as this brother did, and at 
one time decided that this article would be an ‘‘Open Letter’’ to these men, 
wherein they would be addressed by name, pleading for them to speak out, 
for I think I know they could speak their true convictions and get by with it, 
now at least, if not a decade ago. But I decided against that approach. I do 
not want it to appear that I am after somebody. 

The evidence that I have has accumulated through the years from 
various sources, such as reports from private conversations. An example of 
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what I mean is a conversation between some college faculty people and the 
president of the college. Effort was being made to bring Carl Ketcherside to 
the campus. The president was asked point blank, fs Ketcherside right? His 
reply was to the effect that Carl was right, but that. he had a college to 
promote, which he could not do by having the likes of Ketcherside around. 
He was, at least in that moment, candid. 

Another example is when one enterprising brother sent one of Carl 
Ketcherside’s articles to one of our prominent editors for publication, but 
with ihe author’s name deleted. The editor wrote back, commended the 
article, and requested the identity of the author so that he could give proper 
credit. The brother, knowing that this editor had again and again refused to 
publish anything by Carl, knew better than to carry the matter further. 

When I mentioned Carl to the old warhorse referred to above, he said, 
They all know Cart its right, but they will not dare allow him to be heard, 
and what a tragedy since he is so articulate. Then he said, They are priests 
not prophets, and that really puts the finger on the problem if not on them. 

But I must add our favorite story, the one that delights Ouida, and it 
came to us directly from the one who did the fiendish thing, a teacher at a 
Bible Chair at a Texas university. Placing a Mission Messenger, then edited 
by Carl Ketcherside, inside a Firm Foundation, he went to the office of his 
director, telling him he wanted to read him something. So he read from Carl 
out of the open Firm Foundation, which is one way to get into that journal 
that Carl overlooked. The director was absolutely delighted, wondering what 
had gotten into the Foundation, publishing such vital stuff as that. Who 
wrote that?, asked the director, elated that the powers that be were at last 
speaking out. The teacher then laid his evil contrivance before him on the 
desk and burned him with Car/ Ketcherside! 

No wonder the lad was eventually on the outside looking in. After all, 
there is a limit to which you should go in making folk look like fools. I 
would have fired him too! But you should hear Ouida tell that story. She 
thinks it reveals so much about what has happened to us. We have actually 
reached the place where we will reject truth — if it is the wrong one who 
speaks it! What kind of love for truth is that? It looks as if the love of party 
come first. 

Priests rather than prophets! It may be so. The priests throughout 
biblical history have been inclined to preserve the status quo and resist 
change. Serving at the altar, they have often resisted the prophet’s cail for 
reform, and it was they that contrived the conspiracy against the greatest 
reformer of them all, the Christ himself. As interpreters of the law and the 
monitors of the ritual, they stood closer to the people and were in a position 
to ‘‘poison the well’? when the prophet called for repentance. God assured 
Jeremiah that he could count on the opposition of the priests, Sut that he 
would give him the strength to resist them (Ter. 1:18). The nronhets called on 
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the priests to judge righteously and to teach faithfully, hur it often fell upon 
deaf ears (Hos. $:1. Mal. 2:7). Zech. 7:6 complains that they acted for their 
own satisfaction and 1 Micah 3:11 iudges them for ministering for hire. It is 
true that the faithful prophets prophets were equally criticat of false prophets, but it 
was usua!ly the priests that stood in the way of reform, and so the prophets 
are always bidding them to hearken to the voice of God and mourn over 
their sin of neglect. 

There is mystery to the evil we are describing, for we are talking about 
good men who love the Lord and the church, and who believe they are 
pursuing the right course in faking it easy. They tell my old friend that this is 
not the time, or that if they say too much they will jeopardize their 
opportunity to bring about the changes we all desire. They want to be in and 
not out, for it is only from the inside that change can be effected. They do 
not want to endanger their standing, their position, for then their opportunity 
will be gone. They want to say what others of us are saying but in their own 
way and own time. 

I do not guarre! with this, for each must do his own thing in his own 
way before his own Lord. But as my friend said, speaking from long years of 
experience, They never get around to saying it, or if they do it is so veiled 
that no one gets the point. Theirs is not the prophetic voice, calling for 
changes that they know are long past due. 

Some of us have the right to ask, What kind of leadership is that? We 
call for robust honesty, transparency, vulnerability, moral courage. They 
could get by with laying it all out before our people, for they have ripened for 
the change and would follow courageous leadership. But this is hardly the © 
right motive. Suppose the prophets had waited until it was safe to speak out? 
Suppose our Lord had been careful to protect his ‘‘position’’ and had waited 
for the opportune time? Have we no understanding in leading God’s church 
to what it means to be a disciple of the humble Galilean who was committed 
to pleasing his Father rather than the people. 

If we are true makers of peace, followers of Jesus rather than the party, 
there is no way for us to be invulnerable. We must be willing to get hurt, and 
that will almost certainly happen. For the few who have their values in 
proper perspective, and who have discovered what is really important over 
what is but trivial, the decision is by no means a difficult one. — the Editor. 


Note: You can subscribe for the Restoration Review for $4 per year 
in clubs of five for $2 per year, by writing to: 
Restoration Review 
1201 Windsor Drive 
Denton, TX %76201 


(225) 9 
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GIFT OF FAITH? 


LALQRQLPOLH PL HAAS HO RNLAAA HG OH LP OO RRE 


RHODERICK D. ICE 
Ithaca, NY 


"For by grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of 
yourselves; it is the gift of God'' (Eph. 2:8 NKJV). Is faith the gift, 
or is it salvation? Either is possible according to the Greek. How- 
ever the Expositor's Greek Testament says: "But on the other hand 
the salvation is the main ideal in the preceding statement, and it 
seems best to understand the kai touto as referringto that salvation 
in its entire compass, and not merely to the one element in it, its 
instrumental cause, appended by way of explanation. 


FAITH is an ecclesiastical word, and has been given a ''magical 
sense" in the minds of many. It is the noun form of the verb to 
believe (in the Greek language). Substitute belief for the word faith 
and yo will get the original meaning. Campbell emphasized that 
belief grows out of facts and that we can believe only to the extent 
we are given something to believe. Our conclusion is that the Holy 
Spirit produces faith by giving us the facts of the gospel so that we 
may believe. (But avoid the extreme of the 'WORD ONLY" theory.) 


Faith is the interface between the Sovereignty of God and the 
Utter Responsibility of Mankind. Some use Jesus’ calling Lazarus 
from the tomb as an example of man's total inability to respond and 
of God's irresistible call. But if this be true, man is also totally 
unable to say NO, and if any are lost, it must be because of God's 
Eternal Decree. This would remove all responsibility from man- 
kind and show God to be an unreasonable tyrant. This is impossible! 





Clearly there is a paradox in the matter of faith. Since it is an 
interface it shares the nature of both God and man. From our point 
of view we hear God saying, 'Whosoever will may come!" Yet as 
we respond to the gospel, we learn that God has said, ''You have not 
chosen me, I have chosen you!"' (Compare Rom. 3:28-~30; John 15:16); 
Since scripture cannot contradict itself. whatever is said in one 
text must be balanced with what is said in others. It seems unavoid- 
able that in some sense faith is indeed the gift of God. But humans 
have free will ("Choose you this day whom you will serve, etc."). 
Scripture says: "So then faith comes by hearing" (Rom, 10:17). Faith 
is both the creation of and the response to the gospel. Word of God 
implies both a divine revelation and a human receptor with the 
ability to respond. 


Faith is not an abstract but a concrete. Robert Brinsmead writes: 
"Faith is spirit. It is the gift of the Holy Spirit and cannot be seen. 
Yet faith needs form. It is given form in Christian Baptism, This 
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is why faith and baptism can be used interchangeably in the New 
Testament. Faith saves; baptismsaves. Faith cleanses; baptism 
cleanses. Faith unites and incorporates the sinner into Christ and 
His mystical body; baptism unites and incorporates the sinner into 
Christ and His mystical body. Of course, faith itself does not save 
(since only Christ Jesus is the propitiation, rdi), but these things 
are attributed to faith because it is affixed to Christ. Since baptism 
ig the form of faith, we can attribute to baptism what belongs to 
faith. This is a covenantal way of thinking. When this biblical mode 
of expression is ignored, people either look upon baptism as a 
useful form or as a thing with magical powers. Faith is also given 
form in a life of good works. This is what James ch. 2 is all about. 
Faith cannot live without expression. Without works faith is dead” 
(Present Truth, 12/76, p 16). 


1206 N. Cayuga St., Ithaca, New York 14850 





VISITOR IN THE NIGHT 
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Bill Hooten 
Huntavilke, Ark, 


Last night was a nightto remember! About 2:15 a.m. my wife 
woke me out of a deep sleep. The first word that I remember hear- 
ing was the word "skunk." That was a rude and shocking announce- 
ment for a man that was just rising from the nighttime bliss of 
sleep. But then from the front yard I heard the sounds of my city 
born and bred dog, finding out first hand of the danger of. that 
seemingly harmless little "critter.'' When I finally manage to 
stumble to the front window and fumble with the light switch, I look 
out to see a confused and dazed old English Sheep dog staring at 
his house that has just obtained a new occupant. Much to his con- 
sternation and my delight, the visitor leaves his new accomodations 
very shortly of his own free will. As I sit to write these few lines, 
the aroma of the nocturnal visitor still lingers in the air. I guess 
that even in painful (and sickening) episodes like this, there are 
some important lessons that we can learn. 


I suppose that if my ignorant, pet dog had known of the danger 
that playful looking little creature offered, he would have stayed a 
long way away. How many people are like that! ? They did not see 
the harm or danger in that first drink, that first smoke, first use 
of drugs, or that sexual escapade; but now their bodies are ruined 
by addiction or disease. If our young people could see that if you 
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play with fire, you are going to be burned, how much happier their 
lives would be. These adventurous things that offer such fun and 
excitement, can be damaging or deadly. The contemporary song- 
writer has penned these words: ‘Such an easy evil—such a promise 
of fun."’ So many times that is exactly the way it is; just a promise 
of fun, but with no real happiness given. Happiness can only come 
from one source, the giver of all good and perfect gifts, our Father 
in heaven. Never will it come from the things of this life, no 
matter how attractive they present themselves. 


The historian has said, ''Those who do not learn from the mis- 
takes of the past, are doomed to repeat them.'’ I guarantee you 
that the next time my dog sees one of those pretty little black things 
with the white stripe down his back, he gives him all the space that 
he wants. But I don't know why he should; humans never learn 
from their mistakes. In our Wednesday night class we are studying 
the Minor Prophets. In that study we have learned that over and 
over God both blessed and chastised Israel to keep them faithful— 
but it didn't work! Why does the drunk keep getting that way, when 
all that he does is to hurt himself, his family, and all those around 
him; because he hasn't learned from the past. If our young people 
could only learn from the mistakes that others have made, they 
would attempt to stay as far away as possible from those things 
that have the "appearance of evil.'' From now on, my dog will have 
a little more respect for a certain black and white animal, because 
he now knows what that little creature is capable of doing. When we 
can learn that same lesson in regard to sin, our lives may be a 
little better, and our souls a lot purer. 


I suppose one contrast should be drawn from this nighttime 
episode. When our not-so-friendly visitor had examined and stayed 
as long as he wanted in the dog house, he left without having to be 
thrown out. When sin and corruption enter our lives, we become a 
servant to them (Rom. 6:17). It is only through the power of God's 
saving Gospel that we can be freed from sin; and then it takes a 
certain amount of will-power and determination to rid ourselves 
from "the sin which doth so easily beset us."' Just as our guest 
left behind a certain lingering remembrance of his visit, sin may 
"scar" our conscience with the knowledge of what it has done. This 
may be exactly what the apostle Paul felt when he said that he was 
the "chief of sinners." Only when we trust in God's grace to for- 
give, as Paul did, can we have the "peace of God which passeth all 
understanding."' This peace will enable us to struggle down the 
road of life not burdened with the guilt of what we have done. Oh 
what a blessing to have the stench of sin and guilt removed. 


P.O. Box 674, Huntsville, Arkansas 72740 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH (Series) No. 7 - R. 4. Kilpatrick 


THE PURSUIT OF 
Righteousness 


Scriptures ltsted without book 
reference are from Romana. 





In the Roman letter Paul sets aside chapters 9 and 
10 to explain why the Jews had been rejected, and why 
their rejection was not contrary to the promises made 
to their forefathers. In chapter 9 he points out that it 
was God's sovereign right to bestow the blessings of 
Abraham upon those who "believed" in Christ, rather 
than upon fleshly Israel. Then, beginning with verse 
30 and continuing through chapter 10, Paul sets forth 
the second and third reasons why God rejected them. 


They were rejected because of their mistaken notion 
concerning righteousness, ‘Because they did not pur- 
sue it through faith, but as if it were based on works" 
(9:32). Since the righteousness of God is God's per- 
fection, and since to attain righteousness is to attain 
perfection, it leaves us wondering how the Jews could 
seek righteousness through the law, knowing that they 
had not kept the law perfectly. Even so, the knowledge 
that they had sinned did not deter their attempts to 
become righteous by their works of obedience to jaw. 
They reasoned that even though they may have failed 
in their personal efforts to climb the ladder to perfect 
righteousness, God would save them anyway. On what 
basis? Because they were Abraham's children and 
were therefore God's favorite people. Did they not 
have the covenants, the patriarchs, the promises, iaw, 
circumcision, worship, and the prophets? What does 
all this mean except that God loves us and will save us 
in spite of our sins ?—so reasoned the Jew. The great 
fallacy in this thinking is that in knowing that they did 

ill not measure up to God's standard of righteousness, 
they did not give God credit for his grace in "taking up the slack"', so to 
speak; or supplying that part that was missing in personal righteousness. 
They still believed that it was their "personal worth" that procured the 
grace of God instead of it being a ''free gift”. 





But Pau! points out that to be "'righteous” does not mean to be partially 
righteous, for “the man who practices the righteousness which is based on 
law shall live by it" (10:5; Lev. 18:3); meaning that he who seeks the right- 
eousness outlined in law must live PERFECTLY by the law, and since they 
failed to keep it perfectly, they must forfeit the righteousness that saves. 
Yes, there was truly a righteousness 'TN" law, but there was no righteous- 
ness BY" the law because no one could keep the whole of it without sinning. 
"And being ignorant of the righteousness that comes from God, and seeking 
to establish their own, they did not submit to God's righteousness” (10:3), 
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The Jews attempted to establish a personal righteousness, which Paul 
refers toas "refuse" in Phil. 3:8. It was refuse because it was imperfect. 
The righteousness that saves is God's own righteousness which he offered 
in Christ as a free gift, which offer they refused... and were rejected. 
Now Paul turns to the third reason for their rejection, 


““Unbelief”’ 


In 10:14,15, when Paul asked, "how can they call upon him in whom they 
have not believed. ..believe in whom they have not heard...hear without a 
preacher, etc., he was not teaching a lesson o:) how the Jews were to 
progress toward faith {even though this is the normal route that one follows 
in obtaining faith), as if these things were yet to be done. He is saying that 
THESE THINGS HAD ALREADY BEEN DONE! ''Have they not heard? In- 
deed they have," states Paul (vs. 18). Jesus had ALREADY come down 
from heaven and preached the good news, and they were without excuse 
because the very essentials for faith had been delivered. When Jesus said 
to John's disciples, ''Go and tell John what you hear and see: the blind 
receive their sight and the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf 
hear, anc! the dead are raised up, and the poor have the good news preach- 
ed to them" (Mat. 11:4-6), he is saying ‘here is your evidence, the answer 
to John’s qQuestion.'' He could have dismissed them by saying, 'Yes, go and 
tell John that I am the Christ, " but there were many in that day who made 
the verbal claim of being the Christ, but Jesus chose to let his deeds speak 
for him. His credibility Jay in what he DID and what he did gave support 
to what he SAID, and the two together constituted faith. Had the Jews been 
a little less proud, they could easily have said with Nicodemus, ‘Rabbi, 
we know that you are a teacher come from God; for no one can do these 
signs that you do, unless God is with him" (John 3:2), The fact that Nico- 
demus, a Jew and member of the Sanhedran, could make such an evaluation 
in view of the evidence shows that the Jews had the ability to reason cor- 
rectly that Jesus was the Messiah. For “when the Christ appears, will he 
do more signs than this man has done?" (John 7:31), asked those who DID 
believe. 


In view of this it would be misleading to say that the Jews rejected their 
Messiah because of a lack of mental conviction that he was who he claimed 
to be. For this would mean that a lack of evidence was set before them to 
enable them to believe. Such was not the case, "because many even of the 
authorities believed in him, but for fear of the Pharisees they did not 
confess it, lest they should be put out of the synagogue: for they loved the 
praise of men more than the praise of God" (John 12:42,43). Here is 
reason number one why the Jews rejected their Messiah. PRIDE! Not 
necessarily a lack of mental conviction, but a failure to acknowledge their 
belief in him. Even though they mentally believed, they were "unbelievers." 
To class one as an unbeliever does not necessarily mean that he has no 
mental convictions. He is an unbeliever if he knows and fails to confess 
what he knows, whether he is convinced or unconvinced. 





The problem with Israel was not that they were without mental conviction 
concerning who Christ was, but they rejected their Messiah because to 
confess him would mean a denial of their own personal righteousness which 
had been obtained through law-keeping. They could not bring themselves 
to admit that they had no righteousness of their own. So they hardened their 
hearts against the only Being who had a righteousness sufficient to save. 
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What Faith Says 


In 10:5-10, Paul explains to the Jews that faith is not something so ex- 
traordinary that it was beyond their grasp, but that it was simple and 
within reach of all. The difficult part is understanding Paul's illustration. 
The meaning becomes clear when we remind ourselves that Paul is ex- 
plaining the difference between righteousness by the law and righteousness 
by faith in Christ, that even in law-keeping there is a factor that explains 
faith. First of all, righteousness by the law means DOING the law, for 
he who PRACTICES it must live it flawlessly, and in this there is an 
explanation of faith. Pau! then turns to Deut. 30:11-14 to show that the 
Israelites were able to keep the law because they had KNOWLEDGE of the 
law and knowledge was their guide. It wasn't necessary for one to rise 
from the dead to lead them, nor was it necessary to bring one down from 
heaven to teach them the oracles of God. They already had divine guidance 
through the law. They knew the law and henceforth it was a simple matter 
of DOING what the law said. Their "knowlédge" of the law was their guide. 
In reality, and ideally, they needed no external, physical guide because 
their guide lay within the heart in the form of knowledge. THIS, Paul 
teaches, is what faith essentially is, knowledge! Faith does not look for 
Christ to rise from the dead to lead them, nor does faith expect Christ to 
come down from heaven to teach them, THIS HAS ALREADY BEEN DONE! 
Christ has already been resurrected! He has already come down from 
heaven! He now dwells within his disciples through their knowledge of 
him, and assisted by the Holy Spirit in discerning his message. He is in 
the heart, the mouth, the whole being. He is believed in the heart and 
acknowledged in word. The body of knowledge concerning Christ (gospel) 
is FAITH. Yet it is faith only when lt is "accepted"; otherwise it is only 
unbelief. The "dead faith" of the man of James 2 1s called ''faith'’ because 
he had at one time accepted the gospel. 


Where, then, lies the mystery of faith? Does it require some abnormal 
mental! power to accept faith? Does the mind have to be girded up, psyched 
up, so as to accept the unbelievable? No. Faith is knowledge in the heart 
that is acknowledged (confessed). ''The word is near you, on your lips and 
in your heart (that is, the word of faith which we preach)", 'For man be- 
Heves with his heart and 30 is justified, and he confesses with his lips and 
so is saved" (10:8, 10). Here Paul is not outlining a "two-step" plan in the 
scheme of redemption. When he says that ''man believes with his heart 
and so is JUSTIFIED", he is saying the same thing as "confesses with his 
lips and so is SAVED"'—since there is no difference between being saved 
and being justified. Paulis simply explaining what faith is and what being 
a Christian means. What is a Christian? Inverse 9 Paul sets forth what 
may be termed The Christian Creed: “because if you confess with your 
lips that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised him from 
the dead, you will be saved."’ Therefore, saving faith is more than just a 
mental state of believing, but also an acknowledgement that Christ is Lord. 


Since belief" {faith} is the body of knowledge about Christ in the heart, 
then it seems that "unbelief'’ should be the rejection of this knowledge, a 
failure to acknowledge that Christ is Lord, Unbelief does not necessarily 
mean a lack of mental conviction in view of unconvincing evidence. For if 
the evidence had been insufficient to produce faith, then Paul could not 
have blamed the Jews for not accepting Christ. But where the evidence is 


(turn to page 18) 
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SMOKERS OR CHURCH-WRECKERS? 


Clinton Hicks 


In the restoration movement our expressed desire has long been 
to “handle aright the word of truth" (2 Tim. 2:15); or, in other 
words, to be accurate and true to God's holy word. This requires 
periodic examination of tenets and arguments whether long-cherish- 
ed or not. Should better information be brought to our attention, 
the only recourse left open tous is to examine it as honestly and 
open-mindedly as possible, and if it proves true, to accept it and 
make whatever alterations which honesty would demand in our 
teaching. It may not require a doctrinal change at all, but merely 
the cessation of the use of a particular argument or "proof" which 
is not accurate. After all, the truth will stand without the use of 
false arguments. 


Ia this connection, perhaps we should do some re-examination of 
the use some make of 1 Corinthians 3:16-17. 'Know ye not that ye 
are the temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you? 
If any man defile (or destroy) the temple of God, him shall God 
destroy; for the temple of God is holy, which temple ye are."' This 
passage has been quoted often to demonstrate that smoking is a sin 
since it destroys one's body, the temple of God's Spirit, and will 
cause God to destroy the one who does it. This writer is as opposed 
to smoking as anyone, but the question at hand is whether or not 
this passage is being used accurately in such an argument. What 
was Paul trying to teach in these verses ? 


An examination of these two verses reveals a fact often over- 
looked because of the ambiguity of the second personal pronoun in 
English, i.e. "you'' for both singular and plural. Fortunately the 
Greek pronouns are quite clearly distinguished and the singular and 
plural are not confusing as in English. The very endings also help 
in making this distinction. Looking at our passage with this aid we 
find that in each case "you" and ‘‘ye"'are plural. The significance of 
this becomes clear when we notice that "temple" (or sanctuary) is 
Singular in each case. Paul is not saying your bodies are temples, 
but that you people (the church there in Corinth) constitute a temple 
of God's Spirit. To indicate that each individual's body was under 
consideration, we would have expected to find both "you" and 
‘“podies'' in the plural, as we do indeed find in chapter 6, verse 15, 
“your bodies are the members of Christ."' 
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Robertson says of this verse (Word Pictures, IV, p. 99), "Itisa 
terrible thing to tear down ruthlessly a church or temple of God... 
The church-wrecker God will wreck." in that same paragraph he 
points out that "it is a gross sin to be a church-wrecker." Thus it 
would seem that Paul was not here discussing the destruction of 
one's own body, but "destroying the church" (McGarvey and Pen= 
dleton, the Standard Bible Commentary, Thessalonians, Corinthians, 
Galatians and Romans, p. 66). 


In our use of this passage, as well as all scriptures, we ought to 
be very careful to be accurate and honest. These thoughts would 
also seem to suggest that this passage 1s similarly inappropriately 
used when it is entered as proof of the "personal indwelling of the 
Holy Spirit in individual Christians.'' That question is just not 
involved in these two verses. 


But one may rightly ask, 'What about 1 Corinthians 6:19.20?" 
The passage is similar to the one presently under discussion, and 
although a full treatment of it is not within the scope of this article, 
it would be in order to briefly notice several points concerning it. 
First, in verse 15 of this sixth chapter Paul used two plural forms, 
"your" and "bodies", to indicate the sinfulness of fornication against 
one's own body, and he used two singular forms to indicate the 
same thing in verses 16 through 18. Second, inverses 19 and 20, 
Paul changed to a combination, using the plural pronoun but the 
singular "temple" (as in chapter 3) and singular "body". Could he 
not, therefore, be demonstrating not only the harm to the individual 
but also the harm and shame brought upon the church, which was 
"bought with a price” (the blood of Christ, Acts 20:28), and in which 
they were to "glorify God" (as in Eph. 3:21)? Nonetheless, there is 
nothing here that would change what has been said about 1 Corinth- 
ians 3:16-17. 


We must be careful not to look at the Bible in the lightof twentieth 
century problems and questions, but rather to consider our modern 
problems in the light of the Bible as God's perfect revelation. And 
in the case of the passage now under consideration, the Apostle 
surely had no thought of teaching against our modern-day abuses of 
our individual bodies, such as through the use of tobacco, etc.. 
Perhaps a more appropriate approach to the problem of smoking 
would be inthe fact that a Christian cannot be a slave to two mast- 
ers at once, or something along this line. But let's be honest 
enough not to misuse 1 Corinthians 3:16-17 to cover a principle not 
intended by Paul. 
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‘The Problem of Joy 
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Bruce Edwards, Jr. 
Austin, Texas 


Is it possible for one to become a Christian and live his/her 
whole life without joy? Yes. Especially if one confuses joy with 
happiness. Happiness is a fleeting thing—a state which is more or 
less conditioned on the "right atmosphere, the right companionship, 
the right location.'’ In other words, “happiness" tends to be tied 
to environmental factors. Most of us, it seems, pursue this happi- 
ness throughout our lives. And since the media have led us to 
believe that we ought to be entertained and thus haypy all the time, 
it is no wonder that we become so world-weary and joyless. Not 
only are we not "happy" all the time, we are rarely happy at all: 
the more we pursue this evasive happiness, the greater intensity 
we try to achieve it, the farther away it seems. 


Make no mistake about it, God does want us to be happy; but more 
importantly, He wants us to be joyful~to be “full of joy." Unlike 
happiness, joy is not tied to circumstances or environment. This 
is clear from biblical exhortations, like: 


“Consider it pure joy, my et aa when ever you face 
trials of many kinds” Games 1:2). 


"In this (God's power to save them) you greatly rejoice 
though now for a little while you may have suffered grief 
in all kinds of trials” (1 Peter 1:6). 


"But even if I am being poured out like a drink offering on 
the sacrifice and service coming from ia faith, Iam 
glad to rejoice with all of you" (Phil. 2:17 


Above all, the Christian is realistic about his/her world in a way 
the non-believer never can be. He already knows the world lan- 
guishes in imperfection and sin. He knows that this world is not all 
there is and that a better land awaits the righteous in Christ. 
Consequently, he can meet cynicism and disappointment squarely: 
the greatest enemy of all, death, has been conquered once and for 
all. No longer can it cast its long shadow over our lives. Yet this 
fear of death has led countless of us to pursue happiness down 
mindless corridors of sensual pleasure. But it is ultimately a dead 
end. As one has put it, the Christian has learned to fear dying, 
but not death. 
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In view of Jesus‘ redemption for us, the Christian is thus freed 
to be joyful in whatever state he/she may be. But note that this is 
not some kind of Pollyana-ish denial that there are hurts and sor- 
rows here below. The Lord's admonition to be joyful should not be 
interpreted to mean, ''Be happy (i.e., "take pleasure") in the fact 
that you're persecuted, hounded, hunted and demoralized, pretend 
that this is all very pleasant and desirable, seek opportunities for 
pain and privation...'' Indeed, our Lord Himself found nothing 
pleasant about the prospect of death and sought three times to avoid 
it. The apostle Paul frankly admitted to the Corinthians, ''We were 
under great pressure, far beyond our ability to endure, so that we 
despaired even of life. Indeed, in our hearts we felt the sentence 
of death" (2 Cor. 1:8, 9). But both our Lord and His servant Paul 
lenew that their predicaments would be for the good of all men—and 
thus could rejoice in them. 


"Let us fix our eyes on Jesus, '' the Hebrew writer tells us, “the 
Pioneer and Perfector of our faith, who for the joy set before Him, 
endured the cross, scorning the shame, and sat down at the right 
hand of the throne of God" (Heb. 12:2). Living joyful lives in Christ 
is thus a matter of reflection and meditation upon what is ours in 
Christ. This recognition of our place in the world—that we sit in 
heavenly places with Jesus the King—leads us then to transcend 
the transitory affairs of this life, looking beyond them to the 
promise of eternal life with Him. We can be happy and joyful 
simultaneously, but if our joy in this life depends on something 
within this fallen world, that is, something earth-bound, time- 
limited, then we will miss it every time. Joy goes beyond mere 
momentary sensual pleasure. His joy is anchored outside of this 
doomed sphere—in eternity, in heaven. 


"But rejoice that you participate in the sufferings of Christ, so 
that you may be overjoyed when His glory is revealed" (! Pet. 4:13). 
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NASHVILLE CONFERENCE ON SPIRITUAL RENEWAL 
As Reported by Jim Bevis in the Brookvalley | Bulletin 


Your prayers for our Nashville Conference paid rich dividends. 
Beautiful brothers and sisters came from throughout the country to 
share the move of God in their lives and ministries. There was not 
a sour note in the entire conference as brothers shared freely, 
prayed fervently and sought more of God's presence and power for 
their lives and churches. The messages were anointed, the worship 
heavenly and heavy, and the fellowship was sweet with the Spirit. 
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Eighty-four brothers and sisters came from 17 states including: 
Ohio, Ga., Tenn., Ky., Mich., Texas, Calif., Indiana, Missouri, 
Wisc., N. Mex., Fla., Vermont, Ill., Ala., N. Carolina and Penn. 


Thirty-six brothers came from churches of Christ, forty from 
the independent Christian churches, two from the Disciples of 
Christ and six from other fellowships. We had 17 elders, 38 preach- 
ers and 29 other concerned Christian leaders and servants. 


The Spirit of God is blowing afresh among Restoration Churches. 
Genuine spiritual renewal is coming down from the presence of the 
Lord. Praise God and to Him be the glory. 


e It was my privilege to have attended this spiritually uplifting 
conference. - rlk 


UNITY FORUM LINEUP 


W. Carl Ketcherside from St. Louis, Mo., will be the featured 
speaker for the Unity Forum scheduled for the Von Braun Civic 
Center, April 15 through 17, at 7:30 p.m. Bro. Ketcherside is one 
of the most powerful speakers and influential writers among 
churches of his heritage, the Church of Christ, Christian Church 
(Independent), and Christian Church (Disciples). He has been an 
evangelist for more than 40 years and has written more than 30 
books. For many years he published a highly respected religious 
journal called Mission Messenger. He continues to write for many 
brotherhood publications, such as Restoration Review, Integrity, 
Mission, Christian Standard, Ensign, and others. Carl continues 
to be a favorite speaker among churches that claim to be heirs of 
the early American Restoration Movement. He has addressed 
congregations and conventions across the United States, Canada, 
Mexico, Brazil, and Great Britian. He has engaged in religious 
discussions on more than 50 state university campuses and lectured 
at many Christian colleges of varied denominational backgrounds. 
The Unity Forum scheduled for Huntsville is the first of its kind 
for this area. 


During the past 20 years Bro. Ketcherside has devoted his 
ministry to the theme of Christian unity and has sought to build 
bridges of communication and fellowship between Christian groups, 
particularly those of his own heritage. He contends that religious 
unity does not mean to "'conform" to someone else's creed or 
scruples, that Christians can no more think alike than they can 
look alike. His emphasis is on "unity in diversity" which he says 
is the only kind there is, and believes to be the only principle that 
will allow Christians of all religious persuasions to work together 
in the great Cause of Christ. 
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Bro. Ketcherside is himself the best proof that Christians can 
fraternize without compromise. He has that rare ability to cross 
denominational lines without compromising his religious convic- 
tions. He regularly teaches a class of Catholic nuns in his own 
city of St. Louis and meets regularly with a group of Jewish busi- 
ness men to discuss religious matters. He "raps" with students on 
college campuses and Protestant ministers seek his counsel and 
advice. According to him it is simply a matter of "attitude." 


Bro. Ketcherside has an optimistic outlook for the future of the 
church. He sees a spiritual change now taking place among 
churches and believes the world is on the brink of a spiritual 
revolution that will dwarf the sixteenth century Reformation in 
scope. These and similar topics will be discussed during the Unity 
Forum, 


Sharing the program with Bro. Ketcherside as Song Director will 
be Dr. Don Finto of Nashville. Bro, Finto is the dynamic minister 
of the Belmont Church of Christ in Nashville, an inner city con- 
sregation that is known for its extensive socialoutreach ministries. 
Before beginning his work with Belmont, Bro. Finto served as 
missionary in Germany, as minister for churches in Texas and 
Tennessee, and as professor of German and Bible at David Lips- 
comb. He did his undergraduate work at Abilene Christian Univer- 
sity and his graduate work at the University of Hamburg and at 
Vanderbilt where he earned his doctorate. 


Master of Ceremonies for the Forum will be Joe Black of Birm- 
ingham, Ala. Bro. Black ministers for the Cahaba Valley Church 
of Christ located in the suburbs of Birmingham. The Cahaba Val- 
ley church is perhaps best known for its "openness" and its spirit- 
ual outreach toward those who find it difficult to cope with the 
hardline doctrinal stance taken by many of the city's legalistic 
churches. Bro. Black is a graduate of David Lipscomb and did 
further study at Harding Graduate School in Memphis. He has 
ministered for churches in Kansas and Arkansas and once served 
as Superintendent of the Maude Carpenter Children's Home. Ac- 
cording to him he now works with the world's greatest church, the 
Cahaba Valley Church of Christ. 


All churches in Huntsville and surrounding areas are invited to 
attend this spiritually uplifting event and to take part in the open 
forum discussions which will be held each morning (Wed. & Thur. ) 
at 9:30 a.m. in Parlor A of the Civic Center. ~« Editor 


'‘Leadership has not kept up with the times. People no longer feel 
that they can keep their souls alive with weekly doses of Welch's 
grape juice.'' —Reue! Lemmons, Firm Foundation 
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PURSUIT OF RIGHTEOUSNESS - from page 21 


sufficient, the mind does not have control over what it will ACCEPT or 
REJECT as “truth.'' Man has control only over what he will DO with truth, 
not whether or not his mind will accept the ‘facts" of truth. Therefore, 
Jewish "unbelief" must mean more than just a lack of mental conviction, 
because "many even of the authorities believed.’ Still, they were counted 
as "unbelievers.'' This means that unbelief is the failure to accept the 
body of knowledge which is faith. Jewish unbelief is “hardness of heart'’- 
and should the Jew reach the point, even today, where he no longer hardens 
himself against his Messiah, then "all Israel will be saved" (11:26). The 
lack of faith within itself does not cause one to harden his heart. Only 
stubborn PRIDE can harden ones heart. How does it work? To use a 
contemporary example, the lack of evidence that UFO's are vehicles from 
outer space does not mean that we naturally harden our hearts against such 
an idea, because it is a "so-what" type of mental resignation. The harden- 
ing of the heart comes only when the idea comes into conflict with some 
previously cherished concept. Example: f& to admit that men from outer 
Space have the technical 'know-how"' to visit this planet means that our 
Scientists are ignorant, then certainly the scientist who prides himself in 
his own intelligence will harden his heart against the notion. So it was with 
the Jews who prided themselves in their righteousness through law-keeping. 


LAW-RIGHTEOUSNESS 


It would be misleading to place the Jews of the Roman letter in the same 
class as the Pharisaical hypocrites of the gospels (and elsewhere). Paul 
was addressing his own people, his Kinsmen whom he loved more than his 
own life. By earthly standards we may rightly refer to them as "good 
people.'’ They were extremely zeaious in their pursuit of righteousness 
through law. Their adherence would put most of us to shame. Those 
Jewish "commandments of men" and "traditions'’ which made the com- 
mandments of God void were not added to circumvent God's law, but to 
ASSIST them in keeping the law! They held the law in such high esteem 
that they sought better ways and means of fulfilling it. The result was that 
it made the law of God void because those added Jewish laws actually re- 
quired more than the laws of God. God's law was intended to be of service 
to the people, but the people began to serve the law, thus nullifying the 
purpose of law. Paul admitted that they “have a zeal for God, but not 
according to knowledge." 


We Say all this to say that when the Jews laid ciaim to a personal right- 
eousness, it was not a false claim. They had all the righteousness that 
may be obtained by imperfect beings living in obedience to law. It was the 
kind of righteousness that anyone may claim by being a better person, a 
better citizen, worker, husband, wife, etc. But at best this kind of right- 
eousness was stil! imperfect and for this reason there could be no justifi- 
cation by way of law. The Jews are not to be faulted for their thinkdng 
concerning righteousness because law - righteousness was the only thing 
lnown. They had difficulty understanding a righteousness that comes from 
God, just as our brethren do today. The righteousness of God is a foreign 
righteousness. It has no origin on the earth. The Jews are to be faulted 
because they would not accept Christ as their righteousnéss. 


Here would be an appropriate place to inquire concerning the kind of 
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righteousness that is understood and taught in the church in this twentieth 
century. Is there a difference between what we teach today and what the 
Jews believed two-thousand years ago? How do we understand "“righteous- 
ness''? Whose righteousness is it that saves, ours or God's? What do 
brethren teach? 


Righteousness to the average Christian refers to his or her own personal 
goodness that was obtained through keeping the commandments of God, and 
the term "righteousness of God" speaks of God's own goodness. The two 
are not to be confused. God's righteousness is seen in His doing what is 
"right" by allowing his Son to die on the cross. His"grace'' is his goodness 
in allowing mankind to adhere to a five-~step plan of obedience by which he 
obtains the forgiveness of past sins. The "plan" puts one into Christ where 
he lives the sanctified life of obedience to a system of commandments. He 
is righteous because he is obedient to commandments and he becomes 
‘unrighteous'' when he breaks one of the commandments. It is taught that 
since one sin caused the fall of Adam and Eve, then one sin can cause 
Christians to fall from grace. Christians then remain out of grace until 
they recognize their sin, repent, and formally pray for forgiveness, at 
which time they regain their good standing in God's grace. Therefore, the 
Christian's good standing in God's grace is entirely dependant upon his 
moral and spiritual goodness which he must Continually maintain by his 
good works—''and he who endures to the end will be saved."'" However, if 
just one sin remains unforgiven at the time of physical death, the reward 
is lost. The scriptures which teach that no one is saved by ''works", that 
no one can “merit” salvation is interpreted in this fashion. No one can 
earn his salvation because no one can measure up to God's standard of 
perfection. Yet, within each of us there is our own human standard to 
whichwe must measure up or lose our reward. But even when we do 
measure up to our own standard we still fall short of God's standard. This 
means that God's grace must supply the difference between the two stand- 
ards. In other words, we climb the ladder of righteousness as far as we 
are personally able but we must depend on God to lift us from the top rung 
and take us into heaven. This is PRECISELY the first-century concept of 
righteousness! 


The similarity between what is currently taught and the Jewish belief at 
the time of Paulis frightening. There is little if any difference between 
the two. This is that which Paul opposes in the Roman letter, and the very 
thing that resulted in Israel's rejection! Now, let's consider the biblical 
concept of righteousness, the kind that justifies. 


First of all we must remove the ladder entirely. It is not a matter of us 
climbing up to God's righteousness by our own efforts and good works. It 
is a matter of God's righteousness coming down to us! The kind of right- 
eousness that saves is Christ himself who has come to earth because there 
was no earthly righteousness that COULD save. ''He came not to call the 
righteous to repentance" because there was no righteous to call. Jesus is 
our Righteousness. He came to earth "in order that we might become the 
righteousness of God through faith.'' Through faith we "become God's 
righteousness" because we are incorporated into his righteous body. The 
status of the head becomes the status of the whole body, which means that 
the righteousness of Christ is imputed to all his body members. 


(back cover} 
{239) 19 


Yes, there is a "kind" of righteousness that comes through law-keeping, 
but it is not the kind that justifies. "...not having a righteousness of my 
own, based on law, but that which is through faith in Christ, the righteous- 
ness from God that depends on faith" (Phil. 3:9). ‘But now the righteous- 
ness of God has been manifested apart from law...'' (Rom. 3:21). The Jews 
were rejected because, "being ignorant of the righteousness that comes 
from God, and seeking to establish their own, they did not submit to God's 
righteousness" (Rom. 10:3). Paul said that ''Christ is the end of the law, 
that everyone who has faith may be justified" (10:4). The kind of righteous— 
ness that comes to one through commandment -keeping is a personal 
righteousness and is no different from the righteousness obtained by the 
Jews through law-keeping. No earthly righteousness is perfect and there- 
fore cannot save. He who lives "in Christ" lives in Christ's perfection 
and only in this way can the sinner obtain the status required by God in 
order to be saved. What belongs to Christ belongs to all who are “in him." 
He is our justification! Therefore, it is not a matter of God's grace 
plucking us from the top rung of the ladder to which we climbed by our own 
efforts, but a matter of God reaching ALL THE WAY DOWN and plucking 
the justified sinner from a sinful earth and elevating him to the same level 
as his Son. ‘"'...not because of deeds done by us in righteousness, but in 
virtue of his own mercy” God saves (Titus 3:5). (to be continued) 
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